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1.0 SUMMARY OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

1.1 INTRODUCTION
The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of Antioch General Plan (State of
California Clearinghouse No. 2003072140) has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the guidelines for the implementation of CEQA. The Final
EIR consists of the following contents:

• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR (Section
1.4);

• The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the public
review and consultation process (Section 2.0); and

• Revisions made to the Draft EIR (July 2003), State of California Clearinghouse No.
2003072140, in the form of an addendum presented in Section 3.0.

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD
The public review period for the Draft EIR began on July 25, 2003, and ended on September 8, 2003,
covering the CEQA-mandated 45-day public review period. A Notice of Completion for the Draft
EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse along with the required number of copies of the document
for circulation to various State agencies. Copies of the Draft EIR were also mailed directly to local
agencies, groups, and individuals for review. In addition, a copy of the document was made available
to the public at the following City office:

City of Antioch City Hall
Community Development Department
Third and “H” Street
Antioch, California 94509

1.3 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES
Section 2.0 of the Final EIR contains the comments to the Draft EIR and responses to those
comments. The primary objective and purpose of the EIR public review process is to obtain
comments on the adequacy of the analysis of the environmental impacts, the mitigation measures
presented, and other analyses contained in the report. CEQA requires the City to respond to all
significant environmental comments in a level of detail commensurate to the comment (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088). Comments that do not directly relate to the analysis in this document
(i.e., are outside the scope of this document) are not given specific responses. However, all comments
are included in this section so that the decision-makers know the opinions of the commentors.
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1.4 LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC
AGENCIES COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

The persons, organizations, and public agencies that submitted comments on the Draft EIR through
September 8, 2003 are listed below. A total of 24 written comment letters was received on the Draft
EIR. For reference, each letter was assigned a code (A - X). These codes are included below, and
represent the order of letters in Section 2.0.

Federal Agencies

A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

State Agencies

B California Department of Fish and Game
C California Department of Transportation
D Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Local Agencies and Districts

E Bay Area Air Quality Management District
F Contra Costa County Community Development Department
G Contra Costa County Flood Control
H Contra Costa Mosquito and Vector Control District
I Contra Costa Water District
J East Bay Municipal Utility District
K East Bay Regional Park District
L East Bay Regional Park District, via Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
M Exhibit 25, to letter from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP for the East Bay Regional Park

District
N East County Transportation Planning (Transplan)
O Contra Costa County LAFCO

Citizens and Organizations

P Nancy Bachman
Q Bill Chadwick
R Paul Cooney
S Sonya Cooney
T East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan Association
U The Zeka Group Inc. via Gagen, McCoy, McMahon & Armstrong
V Sherry Starks
W Sherry Starks
X Dave Walters
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The comments on the City of Antioch General Plan Draft Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No.
2003072140) and individual responses to each comment are a part of this Final Environmental Impact
Report. The primary objective and purpose of the EIR public review process is to obtain comments
on the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts, the mitigation measures presented, and
other analyses contained in the report. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires
that the City of Antioch respond to all significant environmental comments in a level of detail
commensurate to the comment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). Comments that do not directly
relate to the analysis in this document (i.e., are outside of the scope of this document) are not given
specific responses. However, all comments are included in this section so that the decision-makers
may know the opinions of the commentors. The City of Antioch, as the Lead Agency, is obligated to
respond to comments on the Draft EIR. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (a), the Lead
Agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the
Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The response to comments may take the form of
changes directly to the Draft EIR or a separate section in the Final EIR. If the response results in
important changes to the information contained in the Draft EIR, the Lead Agency should:

• Revise the text directly in the EIR, or

• Include margin notes indicating that the revised information is contained in the response to
comments.

This section, which discusses the text changes that have been made to the Draft EIR and responses to
comments that have been received on the Draft EIR, is included as a part of the Final EIR. The Draft
EIR has not been substantially revised in response to any written comments received. However,
minor additions and clarifications have been made at several locations in the text. The information
contained in these minor text additions and clarifications was determined by the City of Antioch not
to be “significant new information,” as it does not substantially change the project description, the
impact analyses, or the proposed mitigation measures. Added text is shown as double underline
(double underline) and the deleted text is shown as strikeout (strikeout).

Aside from issues not related to the environmental effect of the project — the courtesy statements,
introductions, and closings — the text of each comment document has been divided into individual
comments. Brackets and identification numbers in the right margin of each comment letter delineate
each comment. A number that corresponds to the comment identified on the original comment
document precedes each response.
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2.1 GENERAL RESPONSES
The purpose of these general responses is to address issues that come up in several different
comments and comment letters. Where relevant, responses to specific comments will refer to these
general responses.

1. The proposed project for which environmental documentation is being prepared is a General Plan,
which is a long-term policy document covering the City of Antioch, its sphere of influence and
other lands bearing a relationship to the City’s planning efforts. As described in Section 2.3 of the
Draft EIR, the EIR was prepared as a “Program EIR,” which evaluates the broad-scale impacts of
the proposed General Plan. The EIR addresses the impacts of the General Plan as a whole, and is
not a project-specific EIR addressing the impacts of one or more specific development projects.
The General Plan is not itself a specific development proposal, but is a broad statement of
community policy that the City will use to evaluate specific development proposals. As stated in
California CEQA Guidelines (page 108):

“The Program EIR prepared for a general plan examines broad policy alternatives,
considers the cumulative effects and alternatives to later individual activities, where
known, and contains plan level mitigation measures. Later activities which have been
adequately described under the program EIR will not require additional
environmental documents. When necessary, new environmental documents such as a
subsequent or supplemental EIR or negative declaration will focus on the project
specific impacts of later activities, filling in the information and analysis missing
from the program EIR.”

Thus, pursuant to the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines, additional environmental review will
be performed in connection with specific development proposals as they are designed and
submitted to the City for review.

CEQA provides that the programmatic environmental analysis for such large scale planning
efforts will differ from the sort of environmental analysis performed for a specific development
project. According to Section 15168(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, a State or local agency
should prepare a Program EIR, rather than a Project EIR, when the Lead Agency proposes the
following:

• Series of related actions that are linked geographically;

• Logical parts of a chain of contemplated events, rules, regulations, or plans that govern the
conduct of a continuing program; or

• Individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority
and having generally similar environmental effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.

In Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) (18 Cal.App.4th 729, 741-
746), the Court of Appeal stated that, in preparing a “first tier1 EIR” for a plan-level decision, an
agency may permissibly defer until later project-specific EIRs analysis that might otherwise be

                                                
1 “Tiering” refers to the concept of a multi-level approach to preparing environmental documents, beginning with a “first

tier” document that addresses general areawide or program-wide impacts, and progressing with increasingly specific
analyses as more detailed information becomes available (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15152).
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required in a stand-alone project EIR. In upholding the alternatives analysis in the program EIR,
the Court stated:

 “No ironclad rules can be imposed regarding the level of detail required in the
consideration of alternatives. EIR requirements must be ‘sufficiently flexible to
encompass vastly different projects with varying levels of specificity.’ (Rio Vista
Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 374.) The
degree of specificity required in an EIR ‘will correspond to the degree specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.’ (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15146.) Thus, ‘an EIR on the adoption of a general plan… must focus
on secondary effects of adoption, but need not be as precise as an EIR on the specific
projects which might follow.’ (Rio Vista, supra, 5 Cal.App.4th at p. 374.) The
consideration of alternatives in this FEIR was adequate for its purposes.” (18
Cal.App.4th at pp. 741-742, 745-746.)

The Larson court also addressed the extent to which an agency, in preparing a first tier EIR, can
defer the identification of environmental impacts and the formulation of specific mitigation
measures until later “project EIRs”:

“While a Final EIR cannot defer all consideration of cumulative impacts to a later
time, it may legitimately indicate that more detailed information may be considered
in future project EIR’s. [sic]

“A Final EIR need only conform with the general rule of reason in analyzing the
impact of future projects, and may reasonably leave many specifics of future EIR’s.
‘CEQA recognizes that environmental studies in connection with amendments to a
general plan will be, on balance, general’ (Schaeffer Land Trust v. San Jose City
Council (1989) 215 Cal.App.3d 612, 625.)

“Deferral of more detailed analysis to a project EIR is legitimate. It has been held
that ‘where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in the
planning process (e.g., at the general plan amendment or rezone stage), the agency
can commit itself to eventually devising measures that will satisfy specific
performance criteria articulated at the time of project approval…. (Sacramento Old
City Association v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029.)”
(18 Cal.App.4th at pp. 746-747.)

As these cases make clear, the EIR for a General Plan-level, as a “first tier” program EIR focuses
on the broad policy implications of implementing the plan as a whole. It is neither feasible nor
necessary for a General Plan EIR to precisely identify specific project-level impacts.

The Draft EIR notes that the General Plan EIR, addressing the impacts of citywide and areawide
policy decisions, can be thought of as a first tier document, evaluating the large-scale impacts on
the environment that can be expected to result from the adoption of the General Plan. The
General Plan EIR is not intended to address all of the site-specific impacts that subsequent
development projects may have. CEQA requires that each subsequent project (e.g., Specific
Plans, zone changes, preliminary and final development plans, tentative tract maps, site plans) be
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evaluated for their particular, site-specific impacts. These impacts are typically encompassed in
“second-tier documents,” such as Project EIRs, Focused EIRs, or (Mitigated) Negative
Declarations, which typically evaluate the impacts of a single activity undertaken to implement
the overall plan. It is these “second-tier” documents that are intended to address the site-specific
impacts of proposed development projects, and to provide mitigation for the impacts that will be
created by those projects. The General Plan and the EIR for the General Plan set forth a series of
policies and mitigation measures in the form of performance standards to which subsequent
development projects are to be evaluated.

The Draft EIR states that it will address a “series of actions needed to achieve the implementation
of the proposed General Plan.” Further actions or procedures required to allow implementation of
the proposed General Plan include the processing of zoning plans, specific plans, tentative tract
maps, site design plans, building permits, and grading permits, and will continue to be subject to
CEQA. As a result, subsequent environmental documents will be prepared to analyze the
environmental impacts of specific development projects.

Although the legally required contents of a Program EIR are the same as those of a Project EIR,
the Draft EIR clearly stated that, in practice, there are considerable differences in level of detail.
Program EIRs are typically more conceptual and abstract than a “Project EIR,” and contain a
more general discussion of impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures, since the detailed
design of individual development projects cannot be known at the time a General Plan and its EIR
are prepared. Similarly, a city or county cannot survey all open lands within its boundaries for
biological and cultural resources. Instead, cities and counties rely on macro-level analysis,
establish performance standards for environmental protection and mitigation, require site-specific
surveys as part of individual development projects, and apply the performance standards to those
individual development projects.

The analysis in the General Plan EIR is not intended to be a substitute for site-specific
environmental analysis for future development projects (e.g., determining the level of service for
intersections within the City or specific biological impacts for future development projects)1. This
EIR provides a macro-scale analysis that can be used to focus environmental review for future
development projects on site-specific, project-related issues. Thus, the General Plan EIR provides
a long-term, cumulative impact analysis for the developments that can be expected to follow
General Plan adoption and implement the updated General Plan. For example, the biological
resources analysis determines the cumulative impacts that will occur to biological resources from
implementation of each of the development projects that can be expected to occur as part of
implementing the Antioch General Plan, but is not based on the detailed site-specific surveys that
would be expected of subsequent development projects.

2. Several comments on the Draft EIR raise the issue of deferred mitigation. As the cases cited in
General Response 1 make clear, the EIR for a General Plan-level as a “first tier” program EIR
focuses on the broad policy implications of implementing the plan as a whole. It is neither
feasible nor necessary for a General Plan EIR to precisely identify specific project-level impacts

                                                
1 Where site-specific information is available that provides insight into cumulative citywide impacts, such information

was incorporated into the General Plan EIR. An example of the incorporation of site-specific information is the
Framework Resource Management Plan for the Sand Creek Focus Area.
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or project-level mitigation. What is necessary, however, is to devise policies and mitigation
measures that represent a genuine commitment to a performance standard, such that the impact of
the plan will be avoided or lessened, to the extent it is feasible to do so. See Citizens for Quality
Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 442 (“[w]hile detailed mitigation
measures may not be possible before a specific development plan is proposed, general mitigation
measures may be adopted”); Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano, supra, 5
Cal.App.4th at p. 377 (where “devising more specific mitigation measures early in the planning
process is impractical, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising measures that will
satisfy specific performance standards articulated at the time of project approval” (internal
quotations omitted).

3. A number of comments question or ignore the effects of General Plan policies, and seem to
assume that the policies of the General Plan will not be implemented. Several other comments
appear to misunderstand the purpose of a General Plan. State law (Government Code 65302 et.
seq.) requires that every California city and county prepare and adopt a “comprehensive, long-
term general plan for the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its
boundaries which in the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.” According to
State guidelines for the preparation of general plans, the role of the General Plan is to establish a
document that will “...act as a ‘constitution’ for development, the foundation upon which all land
use decisions are to be based. It expresses community development goals and embodies public
policy relative to the distribution of future land use, both public and private.”

As further mandated by the State, the General Plan must serve to:

• Identify land use, circulation, environmental, economic, and social goals and policies for
the City and its surrounding planning area as they relate to land use and development;

• Provide a framework within which the City’s Planning Commission and City Council can
make land use decisions;

• Provide citizens the opportunity to participate in the planning and decision-making
process affecting the City and its surrounding planning area; and

• Inform citizens, developers, decision-makers, and other agencies, as appropriate, of the
City’s basic rules that will guide both environmental protection and land development
decisions within the City and surrounding planning area.

A General Plan is not a development project, and its purpose is not to provide detailed land
planning for each privately owned property within its study area. The General Plan is required to
designate the general distribution for uses of land, including housing, business, industry, open
space, public and other uses. The Land Use Element portion of the General Plan also sets forth
standards for population density and building intensity.

Because it is long range and comprehensive, a General Plan cannot address every detail. The
General Plan establishes a general policy framework and performance standards for the review of
subsequent development projects, based on recognized trends, best available projections, and
community values regarding the future that is desired by the community. Although the General
Plan is a “general” guide for decision-making, it is the lead legal document within a community



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C . G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E
O C T O B E R  2 0 0 3 E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T :  R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S

C I T Y  O F  A N T I O C H

R:\CAN030\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-6

for planning and development decisions. State law requires that zoning and development
approvals be consistent with the General Plan.
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2.2 RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
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Response to Letter A: U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

A-1 The City acknowledges the concern expressed in the comment with respect to impacts on
proposed and federal listed species that might result from build out of the proposed General
Plan. To ensure that the impacts of development consistent with the proposed General Plan
are mitigated, the Draft EIR explicitly set forth the proposed General Plan policies, as well as
applicable City standards and guidelines. Both the General Plan and EIR mandate adherence
to State and federal law, in addition to requiring site-specific environmental review of
individual development projects, at which time specific mitigation measures consistent with
the policies of the General Plan and requirements of State and Federal law will be applied.

The Somersville Road Corridor Focus Area is 446.5 acres in size.

A-2 The “Chevron property” referred to in the comment is currently outside of the City of
Antioch, but is within its sphere of influence. As noted in response to comment A-1, the
proposed General Plan requires compliance with the provisions of the California and federal
endangered species acts. The Draft EIR is also based on the fact that future development will
be required to comply with existing local, State and Federal laws and regulations. The
proposed General Plan and the EIR for the General Plan establish a set of performance
standards for avoidance and mitigation of impacts on biological resources that will be
enforced as part of the City’s development review process once the updated General Plan is
adopted.

Policy 10.4.2b of the General Plan requires that natural streams in the Planning Area be
preserved in place, “except where a need for structural flood protection is unavoidable.”
Policy 10.4.2a of the General Plan requires implementation of the “Federal policy of no net
loss of wetlands through avoidance and clustered development.” The policy further states that
where “preservation in place is found not to be feasible -- such as where a road crossing
cannot be avoided, or where shore stabilization or creation of shoreline trails must encroach
into riparian habitats,” the City will require:

• On-site replacement of wetland areas,

• Off-site replacement, or

• Restoration of degraded wetland areas at a minimum ratio of one acre of
replacement/restoration for each acre of impacted on-site habitat, such that the value of
impacted habitat is replaced. (emphasis added)

In addition, Policy 10.4.2c of the General Plan requires the establishment of “appropriate
setbacks adjacent to natural streams to provide adequate buffer areas ensuring the protection
of biological resources, including sensitive natural habitat, special-status species habitats and
water quality protection.” Policy 10.4.2d of the General Plan requires that native grasslands
be protected. Finally, General Plan policies addressing open space and transition buffer areas
provide for the containment of light and glare within urban development so as to avoid
impacts on adjacent open lands.

Together, implementation of these policies as part of the future development of the
Somersville Focus Area will provide the protections called for in Comment A-2. The specific
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width of setbacks from stream banks is to be set as part of the development review process,
based on the performance standards set forth in General Plan policies and site-specific
biological resource analysis. The ultimate setback may be greater or less than the 300 feet
suggested in the comment depending upon site-specific conditions.

While it is appropriate for the General Plan to provide what is currently believed by the
resource agencies to be a suitable buffer for protecting a federally threatened species, such as
the California red-legged frog, it is equally appropriate for the General Plan to set forth a
performance standard for the provision of such a buffer. The purpose of the General Plan is to
provide guidance for future projects to avoid impacts where feasible. The goal and purpose of
the General Plan is to provide clear and concise measures that can and will protect the
remaining sensitive biological resources within Antioch. Thus, if a future project is proposed
that is inconsistent with these policies, they would need to provide suitable and appropriate
mitigation measures.

To address the recommended measures set forth in the third paragraph of this comment, the
following policies have been modified or added to the General Plan1:

10.4.2(d) Through the project approval and design review processes, require new
development projects to protect sensitive habitat areas, including, but not limited
to, oak woodlands, riparian woodland, vernal pools, and native grasslands. Ensure
the preservation in place of habitat areas found to be occupied by state and
federally protected species.

• If impacts to sensitive habitat areas are unavoidable, appropriate
compensatory mitigation shall be required off-site within eastern Contra
Costa County. Such compensatory mitigation shall be implemented through
the provisions of a Resource Management Plan (“RMP”) as described in
Policy 10.3.2.e, except where, in the discretion of the Community
Development Director, an RMP is not necessary or appropriate due to certain
characteristics of the site and the project. Among the factors that are relevant
to determining whether an RMP is necessary or appropriate for a given
project are the size of the project and the project site, the location of the
project (e.g., proximity to existing urban development or open space), the
number and sensitivity of biological resources and habitats on the project
site, and the nature of the project (e.g., density and intensity of development).

• Where preserved habitat areas occupy areas that would otherwise be graded
as part of a development project, facilitate the transfer of allowable density to
other, non-sensitive portions of the site.

10.7.2(i)   Design drainage within urban areas to avoid runoff from landscaped areas and
impervious surfaces from carrying pesticides, fertilizers, and urban and other
contaminants into natural streams.

                                                
1 Double underlined text denotes additions to the General Plan.
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A-3 Although the General Plan sets the maximum allowable number of dwelling units within the
Sand Creek Focus Area at 5,000 for Option A and 4,000 for Option B1, General Plan policy
“l” for the Sand Creek Focus Area, as recommended by the Planning Commission, states:

“It is recognized that although the ultimate development yield for the Focus Area
may be no higher than the 4,000 dwelling unit maximum, the actual development
yield is not guaranteed by the General Plan, and could be substantially lower.
The actual residential development yield of the Sand Creek Focus Area will
depend on the nature and severity of biological, geologic, and other
environmental constraints present within the Focus Area, including, but not
limited to constraints posed by slopes and abandoned mines present within
portions of the Focus Area; on appropriate design responses to such constraints,
and on General Plan policies. Such policies include, and but are not limited to,
identification of appropriate residential development types, public services and
facilities performance standards, environmental policies aimed at protection of
natural topography and environmental resources, policies intended to protect
public health and safety, and implementation of the Resource Management Plan
called for in Policy ‘r,’ below.”

Should the City Council adopt Option A for the Sand Creek Focus Area, the preceding policy
would identify 5,000 dwelling units as the maximum yield for Sand Creek. The conservation
strategy framework included in the Draft EIR does not limit the setting aside of open space
within the Sand Creek Focus Area to the western portion of the Focus Area. It does recognize
that the western portion is more sensitive in terms of biological resources than the central or
eastern portions of the site. To ensure protection of open lands and biological resources
throughout the Focus Area, General Plan policies “q,” “r,” and “s” for the Sand Creek Focus
Area also require that:

q. “Sand Creek, ridgelines, hilltops, stands of oak trees, and significant landforms
shall be preserved in their natural condition. Overall, a minimum of 25 percent of
the Sand Creek Focus Area shall be preserved in open space, exclusive of lands
developed for golf course use.” (emphasis added)

r. “Adequate buffer areas adjacent to the top of banks along Sand Creek to protect
sensitive plant and amphibian habitats and water quality shall be provided.
Adequate buffer areas shall also be provided along the edge of existing areas of
permanently preserved open space adjacent to the Sand Creek Focus Area,
including but not limited to the Black Diamond Mines Regional Park. Buffers
established adjacent to existing open space areas shall be of an adequate width to
avoid significant biological resource impacts within the existing open space
areas, consistent with the provisions of Section 10.5, Open Space Transitions and
Buffers Policies of the General Plan.”

s. “Because of the potential sensitivity of the habitat areas within the Sand Creek
Focus Area, preparation and approval of a Resource Management Plan to provide

                                                
1 The Draft EIR notes that the General Plan sets the maximum allowable number of dwelling units within the Sand Creek

Focus area at 5,000 for “Option A” and 4,000 for “Option B.” The Antioch Planning Commission has recommended
that the maximum be set at 4,000 dwelling units.
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for mitigation of biological resources impacts on lands in natural open space, as
well as for the long-term management of natural open space, shall be required
prior to development of the Sand Creek Focus Area.”

The RMP called for in General Plan policy “s” for the Sand Creek Focus Area will expand
the framework plan contained in the Draft EIR based on site-specific analysis, and will
provide the site-specific conservation strategy needed to implement the implement the
resource-based policies of the General Plan based on site-specific analysis of lands within the
Sand Creek Focus Area. It will also provide the detailed, site-specific conservation strategy
needed to implement the provisions of the State and Federal endangered species acts.

The RMP will provide specific requirements for the setbacks from riparian areas called for in
the General Plan, based on site-specific biological resource analysis. Such setbacks may be
more or less than 125 feet, depending on actual conditions in the field, and the specific width
of setback needed to protect the riparian habitat.

The City Council has, as a matter of policy, agreed to abandon Empire Mine Road from its
current terminus at the southern edge of existing development, approximately Mesa Ridge
Drive, southerly into the Zeka/Higgins property. Legal access into the Zeka/Higgins property
must be maintained. This proposed abandonment will be reflected on the General Plan
Circulation map.

A-4 There is no basis for the comment’s conclusion that the General Plan “does not provide for
the protection of ponds, wetlands, and alkali grasslands in Sand Creek.” General Plan Policy
“v” for the Sand Creek Focus Area states that:

“Ponds, wetlands, and alkali grassland associated with upper Horse Creek shall be
retained in natural open space, along with an appropriate buffer area to protect
sensitive plant and amphibian habitats and water quality. If impacts on the Horse
Creek stream and riparian downstream are unavoidable to accommodate
infrastructure, appropriate compensatory mitigation shall be required off-site per
the provisions of the Resource Management Plan prepared for the Sand Creek
Focus Area.”

As required by the General Plan, the RMP for Sand Creek will provide a comprehensive
conservation strategy to mitigate impacts consistent with the requirements of the General
Plan, and State and Federal law. It is anticipated that, because of the large size of the Sand
Creek Focus Area and the Sand Creek Specific Plan, the RMP that is prepared concurrent
with the Specific Plan will be further refined as part of specific development projects within
the Specific Plan area.

A-5 The City concurs that any development plans for the Roddy Ranch need to address on-site
habitat and connectivity issues, and need to provide mitigation for any impacts that might be
created. However, until such time as a specific development proposal is brought forward, the
conclusion contained in this comment that such development would effectively preclude
movement of kit foxes from Black Diamond Mines Regional Park to habitat to the south
would be premature. Should a development plan ever be proposed, General Plan policy
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requires that a RMP be prepared to “provide for appropriate habitat linkages consistent with
General Plan policies and Resource Management Plan provisions for the Sand Creek Focus
Area.” This requirement, in addition to compliance with the provisions of the State and
Federal Endangered Species Acts, would provide for appropriate habitat linkages,
conservation of important resources, and mitigation of impacts.

A-6 The General Plan recognizes that the Ginochio property is subject to many of the same
biological resource issues as the Roddy Ranch. Thus, General Plan Policy “q” for the
Ginochio property “provide for appropriate habitat linkages consistent with General Plan
policies and RMP provisions for the Sand Creek Focus Area.” This requirement, in addition
to compliance with the provisions of the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts, would
provide for appropriate habitat linkages, conservation of important resources, and mitigation
of impacts.

A-7 The framework plan included in the Draft EIR is a General Plan level document, and is not
intended to fulfill all of the requirements of a RMP for development of within Sand Creek
Focus Area. The purpose of the framework plan is not to comprehensively list all the
sightings of sensitive species in the area, but to “provide a basis for establishing resource
management policies for the Sand Creek Focus Area. As its name suggests, this (framework)
Plan will serve as the framework for a more detailed RMP which will refine the policies
described in this Plan.” Moreover, the framework plan recognizes the concern raised in the
comment, and states that a “species-based approach, based on “snapshots” of species
distribution generated by biological surveys, does not provide… longevity when the
distribution of sensitive species changes over time. A plan based on “snapshots” will soon
become obsolete when the subjects move, where a plan based on natural communities will
work over the long-term as needed.”

A-8 The plan set forth in the Draft EIR provides a General Plan-level framework for addressing
the special-status biological resources in the Sand Creek Focus Area, and provides the basis
for preparation of a detailed RMP concurrent with development review for the Sand Creek
Focus Area. Because the RMP for Sand Creek will be based on natural communities, it will
address not only on-site habitat, but also habitat connections and linkages, and the function
that habitats within Sand Creek play in those connections and linkages.

The RMP for the Sand Creek Focus Area is not intended to mitigate impacts that will result
from the proposed build out of the General Plan. The protection of biological resources
within the General Plan study area is addressed in policies throughout the proposed General
Plan, including specific policies that may require the preparation of additional RMPs and
limit the uses adjacent to existing preserves and wilderness areas. Additionally, all
development will be required to comply with applicable City, State, and Federal laws,
standards, and guidelines, as well as additional requirements that will be mandated as part of
the environmental review of individual projects.

The purpose of the General Plan is to provide guidance for future development projects so
that they may avoid impacts to the biological resources within the General Plan study area.
Based on the mosaic of habitats found within Antioch’s sphere, a general standard of a 0.5-
mile-wide corridor is consistent with general ecological and conservation biology principles.
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While various species of wildlife have been documented using narrower corridors, the wider
corridor is a more desirable circumstance. The General Plan is the appropriate vehicle to
provide guidance to protect corridors that have greater functionality rather than to wait for
projects to squeeze the corridors narrower and narrower. To ensure protection of wildlife
movement, although the General Plan General Plan does not mandate a specific corridor
configuration or width, it does set forth clear policy mandating the preservation of a
functional wildlife corridor in General Plan Policy “t” for the Sand Creek Focus Area, which
states:

“A viable grassland linkage shall be retained using linkages in Horse Valley and
the ridge between Horse Valley and the Sand Creek drainage at the western end of
the Focus Area. The goal of preserving such a corridor will be to provide a
permanently protected wildlife movement corridor through the Sand Creek Valley
to connect open space and habitat at Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve with
Cowell Ranch State Park. Completion of such a corridor is contingent upon the
cooperation with the City of Brentwood and Contra Costa County, each of whom
may have land use jurisdiction over portions of this corridor.”

Policies for the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas also require that RMPs be
prepared for those areas, including preservation of viable habitat linkages. This policy, in
concert with other policies of the General Plan and compliance with State and Federal law,
will provide for meaningful and functional habitat for federally listed species, and will also
provide for habitat connectivity.

A-9 As noted in response to comment A-8, the plan set forth in the Draft EIR provides a General
Plan-level framework, and is the basis for preparation of a detailed RMP concurrent with
development review for the Sand Creek Focus Area. The plan included in the Draft EIR was
not intended to meet all of the requirements of Federal law for issuance of a permit under
Section 10(A)(1)(b) of the Endangered Species Act. Such review and approval is not
appropriate at the General Plan level, and is intended to occur as part of the multi-stage
development review and approval process for the Sand Creek Focus Area.

While it true that the RMP for the Sand Creek Focus Area will focus on Sand Creek focus
Area issues, it will address those issues based on natural communities and not property lines.
The statement included in the framework plan that the general approach and direction of the
General Plan and RMP is consistent with the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP) and Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) and will complement that
effort is based on the substance of the General Plan and RMP, not the boundaries of its
planning areas.

Pursuant to State law, the City of Antioch must prepare a long-term plan for the management
of lands within its boundaries, as well as other lands outside of the City that bear upon its
planning efforts. To include all of the area included in the east County HCP and NCCP in the
City’s General Plan would not be practical. Thus, the study area for the General Plan was
defined as the current city limits, Antioch’s sphere of influence, and the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio properties, which lie along the southern boundary of the City. Further, the
development review process for Sand Creek is, by law, limited to the lands for which



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C . G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E
O C T O B E R  2 0 0 3 E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T :  R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S

C I T Y  O F  A N T I O C H

R:\CAN030\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-43

development approvals will be sought following adoption of the updated Antioch General
Plan. In both these planning programs, efforts are being made to look at biological resource
issues on a natural communities basis, rather than on the basis of artificial property lines and
municipal boundaries. Thus, the General Plan includes policies requiring the preservation of
viable habitat linkages, as well as requirements for transitions and buffers between lands
being preserved in open space and those on which future development will occur.

The wildlife corridor that runs through the Sand Creek Focus Area has been essentially “cut
off.” While some wildlife movement may occur off the site to the east, the development in
Brentwood so restricts the functionality of the corridor that it must be considered minimal, if
at all. Development to the east of Horse Valley, Deer Valley and Briones Valley, while
present, is much less that to the immediate east of the Sand Creek Focus Area. Therefore,
compared to the functionality of the Sand Creek Focus Area wildlife corridor, the
functionality of these other three corridors is still quite high, and, therefore, measures that
would preserve their functionality are quite desirable. The degree to which kit fox move
along these Valleys is presently unknown (as movements along them have yet to be
documented), but General Plan Policies (and the RMP) provide opportunities to focus
preservation in these areas.

The RMP process set up in the General Plan for properties containing significant resources
provides additional opportunities to protect lands that support suitable habitats for a number
of wildlife species and to preserve wildlife corridors. While it is true that future development
to the east may reduce the functionality of the landscape linkage along Horse Valley, such
development is quite speculative at the present, and to the extent such development is
eventually realized, it is not expected to drastically reduce it or render it useless. Additionally,
the RMP process also provides opportunities to preserve lands in the important Deer and
Briones Valley corridors and as such the RMP allows for the protection of important areas
that can facilitate the regional movements of local wildlife, including several special-status
species.

A-10 See Response A-9. General Plan policy requires the preservation of functional wildlife
movement corridors through the Horse Valley and Deer Valley area on or adjacent to the
Sand Creek, Roddy Ranch, and Ginochio focus areas.

A-11 The comment is incorrect in stating that the proposed General Plan does not provide
protection for vernal pools or fairy shrimp. The Resource Management Element of the
proposed General Plan states that vernal pools “may possess a unique flora that includes
special-status, federally protected plants and special-status animals. Vernal pools are most
likely to be found in the southern portion of the Antioch Planning Area. Special-status plants
and invertebrates are often found within this habitat type.” Section 10.4.2 of the General Plan,
Biological Resource Policies, includes the following measure that would provide protection
for sensitive habitats and species, including vernal pools and vernal pool crustaceans.

d. Through the project approval and design review processes, require new development
projects to protect sensitive habitat areas, including, but not limited to, oak woodlands,
riparian woodland, vernal pools, and native grasslands. Ensure the preservation in place
of habitat areas found to be occupied by state and federally protected species. Where
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preserved habitat areas occupy areas that would otherwise be graded as part of a
development project, facilitate the transfer of allowable density to other, non-sensitive
portions of the site. (see Response A-2)

Protection of vernal pools and vernal pool crustaceans will involve not only avoidance of
grading within the vernal pool, but also ensuring that flows to the pool are adequate, and that
the pool is protected from pesticides and urban runoff contaminants draining into the pool. As
noted in the comment, this can be achieved by providing for adequate buffer areas. To this
end, Section 10.5.2 of the General Plan, Open Space Transitions and Buffer Policies contains
the following protective measures:

a. Minimize the number and extent of locations where residential, commercial, industrial,
and public facilities land use designations abut lands designated for open space and
protected resource areas (e.g., lands with conservation easements or set aside as
mitigation for development impacts). Where such land use relationships cannot be
avoided, use buffers and compatible uses to buffer and protect open space and protected
resources from the adverse effects of residential, commercial, industrial and public
facilities development.

b. Ensure that the design of development proposed along a boundary with open space or
protected resources provides sufficient protection and buffering for the open space and
protected resources. The provision of buffers and transitions to achieve compatibility
shall occur as part of the proposed development.

The General Plan also includes guidelines for determining the extent of buffer areas between
natural open space and development areas including such considerations as:

• How will the proposed development affect habitat values on adjacent open space and
resource areas;

• How can the development be designed so as to prevent the spread of introduced animals
and plant pests into adjacent open space and resource areas; and

• How can the proposed development be designed so as to protect wildlife migration
corridors between or within open space and/or resource areas?

A-12 The comment is based on a misunderstanding of the proposed General Plan. The comment is
correct in that the proposed General Plan would permit urban development within the Sand
Creek Focus Area, and, subject to potential future modifications of the existing County urban
limit line, urban development within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas.
There is no factual basis for the comment’s assumption that “most of these (tiger salamander)
breeding ponds and associated upland areas will be removed for development.” As stated in
response to comment A-11, the proposed General Plan includes policies to ensure the
protection of wetlands, riparian areas, grasslands, other sensitive natural habitats and special-
status species habitats in addition to the protection of water quality and to provide adequate
buffers. The proposed General Plan also includes Open Space Policy 10.3.2e, which states:

“Require proposed development projects containing significant natural resources
(e.g., sensitive or unusual habitats, special-status species, habitat linkages, steep
slopes, cultural resources, wildland fire hazards, etc.) to prepare Resource



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C . G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E
O C T O B E R  2 0 0 3 E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T :  R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S

C I T Y  O F  A N T I O C H

R:\CAN030\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-45

Management Plans to provide for their protection or preservation consistent with
the provisions of the Antioch General Plan, other local requirements, and the
provisions of State and Federal law. The purpose of the Resource Management
Plan is to look beyond the legal status of species at the time the plan is prepared,
and provide a long-term plan for conservation and management of the natural
communities found on-site. Resource Management Plans shall accomplish the
following:

• Determine the significance of the resources that are found on-site and their
relationship to resources in the surrounding area, including protected open
space areas, habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors;

• Define areas that are to be maintained in long-term open space based on the
significance of on-site resources and their relationship to resources in the
surrounding area; and

• Establish mechanisms to ensure the long term protection and management of
lands retained in open space.”

A buffer around breeding habitat for the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma
californiense) provides an opportunity to protect a significant amount of estivation habitat
(i.e., summering habitat) for the species. Thus, it is necessary to protect not only the
salamander’s normal habitat, but also to establish suitable measures to protect an adequate
amount of estivation habitat. Thus, not only does the proposed General Plan provide for
protection, but also requires site-specific RMPs in addition to the standard environmental
review of development projects and compliance with City, State, and Federal standards and
guidelines. Such resource plans will address not only habitat preservation, but will also
establish suitable buffer areas.

A-13 It was not the intent of the General Plan EIR to address all site-specific issues and conduct
on-site surveys for biological resources (see General Response 1). Rather, the General Plan
and the General Plan EIR require that on-site issues and surveys be conducted as part of the
environmental review for individual development projects, at which time General Plan
policies protecting resources will be applied. In order to implement these policies, the on-site
surveys requested in Comment A-13 will be undertaken, and appropriate mitigation measures
consistent with the environmental performance standards set forth in the General Plan will be
required.

A-14 As noted in Responses A-12 and A-13, prior to development of an area containing significant
natural resources, a site-specific RMP will be prepared for the Sand Creek Focus Area.
General Plan policies also require preparation of an RMP for the Roddy Ranch property,
Ginochio property, and other sites containing sensitive resources. As noted in Response A-3,
the RMP will provide specific requirements for the setbacks from riparian areas called for in
the General Plan, based on site-specific biological resource analysis. Such setbacks may be
more or less than 125 feet, depending on actual conditions in the field, and the specific width
of setback needed to protect the riparian habitat.
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A-15 In consideration of the Fish and Wildlife Service’s comment, the following policy has been
added to the General Plan Resource Management Element, Section 10.4.2, Biological
Resources Policies:

i. Design drainage within urban areas so as to avoid creating perennial flows within
intermittent streams to prevent fish and bullfrogs from becoming established within a
currently intermittent stream.

A-16 This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the General
Plan EIR. As such, no response is required; however, a response is provided for informational
purposes. The City is very much aware of and carefully considered the advantages and
disadvantages of participating in the East County HCP/NCCP. Based on that consideration,
Antioch respectfully declined to participate in the HCP/NCCP process. In taking that action,
the City clearly understood that special-status species must still be protected per the
provisions of State and Federal law, as well as local policies (such as those contained in the
Antioch General Plan) and ordinances.
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Response to Letter B: California Department of Fish and Game

B-1 The City concurs that knowledge of natural resources and implementing conservation
strategies are relevant and applicable to the Antioch Planning Area. For this reason the
proposed General Plan and EIR have included policies and requirements to ensure the
protection of sensitive species and their habitats in addition to the requirements mandated
during environmental review and compliance with applicable City, State, and Federal
standards and guidelines.

B-2 The policies contained within the proposed General Plan in both the Open Space Section 10.3
and the Biological Resources Section 10.4 provide for the dedication of open space to ensure
the long-term viability of special-status species. In addition, the policies set forth in the
General Plan land Use Element for the Sand Creek, Roddy Ranch, and Ginochio Property
Focus Areas specifically require preparation of RMPs to ensure that the appropriate
preservation of open space within the southern portion of the General Plan study area does, in
fact, occur. As stated throughout Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR, implementation of these
policies in addition to applicable City, State, and Federal standards and guidelines, as well as
the requirements mandated during the environmental review of development projects will
ensure that adequate open space will be preserved as to not adversely impact the special-
status species that depend upon open space for viability.

B-3 This Comment notes areas of disagreement between the City, resource agencies, and
conservation groups that are discussed in more detail in subsequent comments. See General
Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the EIR, General Response 2 for a
discussion of deferred mitigation and General Response 3 for a discussion of the significance
of the enforceability of General Plan policies. Additional detailed responses are provided
below.

B-4 Please refer to General Response 1 in relation to the programmatic, rather than project-
specific nature of the General Plan EIR, General Response 2 for a discussion of deferred
mitigation, and General Response 3 for discussion of the enforceability of the General Plan,
All development within the Antioch General Plan will be required to comply with State and
Federal law.

B-5 A mitigation monitoring program is provided in the Final EIR for the update of the Antioch
General Plan in compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and Section 15097
of State CEQA Guidelines.

B-6 The comment is incorrect in its assertion of the requirements of CEQA. Please refer to
General Responses 1 and 2. In addition to the case law referred to in General Response 1, a
similar approach to that used by the City of Antioch in its General Plan EIR was upheld by
the Court in Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351. In
that case, the County prepared a hazardous waste management plan representing an initial
assessment of the County’s hazardous waste management needs. The Plan contained criteria
for siting future facilities and designated generally acceptable locations. Site specific analysis
was, however, deferred to subsequent “project EIRs.” The petitioners argued that the County
“piecemealed” its environmental review. The Court disagreed, stating:
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“The omission of any description of specific potential future facilities… does not,
in our view, render the FEIR deficient…. The Plan does not propose a single
project divided into parts; it merely serves as a hazardous waste management
assessment and overview, with any separate future projects…. to be accompanied
by additional EIRs. Repeated commitments are made in both the Plan and the
FEIR for preparation of future CEQA documents prior to approval, upon a
finding of consistency with the Plan, of any hazardous waste management
facilities.” (5 Cal.App.4th at 371-371.)

Therefore, a document that requests future studies or future identification of mitigation will
not be inadequate, provided that it sets forth performance standards for the application of
findings of these future studies. The policies set forth in the General Plan provide such
environmental performance standards.

B-7 Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2, as well as Response B-6. In addition, as identified
in Response A-12, General Plan Open Space Policy 10.3.2e requires certain proposed
development projects containing significant natural resources to prepare a Resource
Management Plan, which will provide a specific long-term plan for conservation and
management of natural communities that are unique to the specific development and site.

As a rule, native grasslands are sensitive habitats, and have been provided with protection per
the policies of the General Plan. However, the term “non-native grasslands” covers a wide
range of conditions from valuable components of critical habitat linkages to weedy areas with
little habitat value. As a result, the proposed General Plan does not provide any specific
protections to “non-native grasslands.” While non-native grasslands are one of the most
common habitats within the Plan Area, they also support habitat for a wide variety of locally
occurring wildlife species, including important habitat for numerous special-status species
including fairy shrimp species, California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense),
western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), and San Joaquin kit (Vulpes macrotis)
fox, to name a few. While grassland habitats vary in their value to local wildlife and special-
status species depending on the adjacency of other habitats, the size of the habitat patch, and
adjacent land uses, all grasslands in the plan area have some value. Although all grasslands
have some value, it cannot be assumed that any given patch of native or non-native
grasslands has sufficient value such that its conversion to urban uses constitutes a significant
impact under CEQA.

Thus, the General Plan acknowledges that non-native grasslands may fulfill important
biological functions, and thus provides protection for habitat linkages, buffer areas adjacent
to sensitive habitat types and preserved open space lands, and transitions between
development and natural open space. Where non-native grasslands fulfill these functions,
they would be protected by General Plan policy.

Policies have been included in the General Plan to provide protection for sensitive habitat
areas in Section 10.4.2, Biological Resources Policies. These policies, along with those set
forth in Section 10.5.2, Open Space Transitions and Buffers Policies, comprise the “broad
performance standards” called for in the Comment (see also Responses A-2, A-11, A-12, and
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A-15). Where sufficient information was available to support specific policies for buffer areas
(e.g., Sand Creek Focus Area), they are provided in the General Plan.

As noted in Response A-8, the General Plan does not mandate a specific corridor
configuration or width, but does set forth clear policy mandating the preservation of a
functional wildlife corridor in General Plan Policy “t” for the Sand Creek Focus Area.
Policies for the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas also require that Resource
Management Plans be prepared for those areas, including preservation of viable habitat
linkages. This policy, in concert with other policies of the General Plan and compliance with
State and Federal law, will provide for meaningful and functional habitat for federally listed
species, and will also preserve habitat connectivity.

As stated in Responses A-11 and A-12, the proposed General Plan includes policies to ensure
the protection of wetlands, riparian areas, native grasslands, other sensitive natural habitats
and special-status species habitats in addition to the protection of water quality and to provide
adequate buffers and setbacks. Guidelines are set forth in Section 10.5.2 of the General Plan
to ensure that buffer areas are functional, and that setbacks from sensitive habitats will protect
those resources. The General Plan does not specify precise widths of corridors, buffer areas
and setbacks, but does provide clear performance standards for their design. The precise
widths and configuration of corridors, buffer areas, and setbacks is to be defined as the result
of site-specific analysis performed as part of the City’s development review and CEQA
implementation processes.

As part of the development review and CEQA implementation processes, appropriate bird
surveys will be undertaken to ensure compliance with the provisions of the City’s General
Plan, as well as with local, State, and Federal law. Resource agencies, including the
California Department of Fish and Game will be kept informed of the surveys being taken, as
well as the results of those surveys pursuant to existing local, State, and Federal requirements.

B-8 As stated previously in Responses B-2, B-6, and B-7, as well as General Responses 1-3, the
programmatic environmental analysis for large-scale planning efforts such as a General Plan
differs from the sort of environmental analysis performed for a specific development project.
The City may permissibly defer EIR analysis and mitigation that might otherwise be required
in a stand-alone project EIR to the specific development project stage and site-specific
environmental review for the development project. Such deferral is permissible if the
programmatic EIR provides performance standards to be applied at the later stage of review.
These performance standards are provided in the form of the General Plan’s policies. Because
of the various natural resources and special-status species within the Antioch Planning Area,
Open Space Policy 10.3.2e, as listed in Response A-12, has been included in the General Plan
to provide site and species specific mitigation and conservation consistent with the
environmental performance standards set forth in the General Plan, in addition to the
protections provided under applicable and State and Federal law. The comment raises the
issue of the protocols used in biological resource surveys. In recognition of that comment, the
following policy has been added to the Section 10.4.2, Biological Resources Policies of the
General Plan:
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j.     Whenever a biological resources survey is undertaken to determine the presence
or absence of a threatened or endangered species, or of a species of special
concern identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the California
Department of Fish and Game, require the survey to follow established protocols
for the species in question prior to any final determination that the species is
absent from the site.

Where biological surveys are used as the basis for conclusion under the provisions of CEQA,
the surveys will be distributed to the California Department of Fish and Game as part of the
normal distribution and public review of CEQA documents.

B-9 Please refer to Response L-14 for a discussion of the relationship of the City’s General Plan
to the East County HCP/NCCP and to Response A-9 for a discussion of wildlife movement
corridors. The proposed Antioch General Plan notes that existing development approvals to
the east would block the proposed corridor; however, as noted in Response A-9, development
to the east of Horse Valley, Deer Valley, and Briones Valley, while present, is much less than
to the immediate east of the Sand Creek Focus Area. Thus, the General Plan is based on the
premise that the functionality of these three corridors is still quite high. As a result, policies
requiring maintenance of a functional wildlife movement corridor are included in the General
Plan.

B-10 The Comment summarizes the concerns stated previously in the comment letter regarding the
impacts to special-status species within the Planning Area. Responses to these specific
concerns are presented in Responses, B-1 through B-9 above. The City concurs with the
Department of Fish and Game’s comment that the changes made in Option B for the Sand
Creek Focus Area “reflect DFG’s concerns and recognizes the biological value and
sensitivity of the Sand Creek area and the significance of preserving contiguous open space.”
The comment is incorrect in noting that the City decided to pursue the Option A map and
Option B policies since the “decision” referred to in the comment was the recommendation of
the Planning Commission, and not an action of the City Council adopting the General Plan.

General Response 1 addresses the issue of “deferred mitigation.” As stated previously, the
purpose of a Program level EIR is to evaluate the broad-scale impacts of the proposed
General Plan, not a specific development proposal. A first tier EIR can defer the
identification of environmental impacts and the formulation of specific mitigation measures
until later project EIRs, provided that environmental performance standards are set forth in
the first tier document. These performance standards are provided by the policies of the
General Plan.

Although the Option A map does not delineate boundaries between development areas and
lands to be preserved in open space, General Plan policies provide clear performance
standards for such delineation to occur as part of the development and environmental review
process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan. Such delineation is to be based on site-specific
biological analysis beyond that which can reasonably be accomplished in a Citywide General
Plan. Even if the City Council adopts the Option B map, that map would be refined as part of
the development and environmental review process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan, based
on General Plan policies and site-specific biological analysis.
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B-11 Please refer to Response B-8. The comment tends to ignore the effect that General Plan
policies will have in ensuring mitigation of potential impacts on biological resources. As
noted in General Response 3, these policies are a legally enforceable part of the General Plan,
defining the appropriate time, place, and manner of development that might be permitted by
the General Plan, and setting forth clear performance standards for the preservation of open
space within the Antioch Planning Area. Also, please refer to Response A-9 for a discussion
of wildlife movement corridors in the southern portion of the General Plan study area.

Both wetland seeps and rock outcrops are uncommon in the Plan Area and these two habitats
provide important habitat for a number of locally occurring wildlife species. In addition,
seeps are habitat that may be (but are not necessarily) under the jurisdictional authority of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water Quality Control Board. As with
grasslands, the determination of whether a given seep or rock outcrop is deserving of
protection will depend on a number of site-specific factors, and it cannot be assumed that all
such habitats are automatically deserving of protection.

B-12 The comment recommends that the City participate in the HCP process. The City does not
need to participate in the HCP in order to protect special-status species and their habitats.
Adherence to State and Federal law, including the Endangered Species Acts, in addition to
the policies of the General Plan, and environmental review of development projects based on
the environmental performance standards set forth in the General Plan will protect these
special-status species and their habitats.
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Response to Letter C: California Department of Transportation

C-1 The traffic analysis prepared for the Antioch General Plan was based on an analysis of
cumulative conditions at General Plan buildout, comparing cumulative future conditions
without development within the Antioch General Plan study area to that which wold occur
with buildout of the Antioch General Plan. Analysis of existing traffic conditions was
undertaken as part of the preparation of the General Plan, and was based on the most recent
traffic counts available to the City. These counts are presented in Table 2.A at the end of
responses to Caltrans’ comments.

The project for which the traffic analysis was undertaken was a citywide General Plan,
encompassing over 100 traffic analysis zones. The General Plan traffic analysis, including
assignment of trips, is based on CCTA’s East County regional traffic model. The analysis
assumes buildout of the Antioch General Plan, as well as buildout of the General Plans of the
cities of Pittsburg, Brentwood, and Oakley. Traffic from unincorporated areas outside of the
Antioch General Plan study area and through traffic from areas outside of the east County
region are incorporated into CCTA’s East County regional traffic model that was used for the
General Plan traffic analysis.

The traffic analysis undertaken for the General Plan analyzes average daily traffic along
roadway links similar to the General Plan EIR recently certified by the City of Oakley for its
General Plan. Average daily traffic analysis is appropriate for a General Plan since it is
programmatic in nature, and focuses on the establishment of performance standards. General
Plans typically address roadway widths, and aim at ensuring that adequate rights-of-way are
reserved for roadway links. General Plans often do not analyze intersection operations, but set
performance standards for intersections to be applied to subsequent development projects
through the City’s development and environmental review process. As a result, analysis of
freeway mainlines was undertaken as part of the General Plan update, and shows that with the
planned widening of State Route 4 and the construction of the SR-4 By-Pass, freeway
mainlines will operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS “E”). Freeway interchanges, were
not analyzed since they function as the freeway equivalent of an intersection. General Plan
policies function as performance standards to ensure that roadway performance standards will
be met by new development along roadways and at freeway interchanges and intersections.

C-2 Because the project for which the traffic analysis was prepared is a General Plan, the selected
unit of analysis was average daily traffic. This is an appropriate analysis tool for a General
Plan whose primary roadway function is to define roadway link capacity, and provide for
reservations of right-of-way. Peak hour analysis is appropriate for the intersection-level level
studies required by the General Plan for individual development projects. It is at that time that
General Plan performance standards would be applied to impacts that a specific development
project would have on an intersection in the peak hour.

C-3 The comment is correct. The reference on page 4.13-12 to Table 4.13.D is hereby changed to
refer to Table 4.13.E.

C-4 The information presented in the Draft EIR regarding planned improvements for State
Route 4 and the State Route 4 By-Pass was based on the most recent information available on
the Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s web site at the time the Draft EIR was prepared.
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Table IV.D-10 - Existing Average Daily Traffic Roadway Segment Levels of Service

Segment Number
of Lanes

Date of
Count

ADTa

Volume
LOS

SR 4 between Loveridge Road and Somersville Road 4 2000 95,000 F
SR 4 between Somersville Road and Contra Loma Boulevard 4 2000 101,000 F
SR 4 between Contra Loma Boulevard and G Street 4 2000 93,000 F
SR 4 between G Street and A Street 4 2000 86,000 F
SR 4 between A Street and Hillcrest Avenue 4 2000 71,000 F
SR 4 between Hillcrest Avenue and SR 160 4 2000 37,500 C
SR 4 between junction SR 160 and Oakley Road/Charles Way 4 2000 35,000 C
SR 4 westbound on ramp from Somersville Road 1 1997 8,800 C
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to Somersville Road soutbound 1 1997 4,000 A
SR 4 westbound off ramp to Somersville Road 1 1997 11,400 D
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to Somersville Road northbound 1 1997 5,300 B
SR 4 eastbound on ramp from Somersville Road 1 1997 12,700 D
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to L Street/Contra Loma Boulevard 1 1997 4,100 A
SR 4 westbound on ramp from L Street/ Contra Loma
Boulevard 1 1997 3,700 A

SR 4 eastbound off ramp to G Street 1 1997 3,700 A
SR 4 westbound on ramp from G Street 1 1997 3,000 A
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to A Street/Lone Tree Way 1 1997 11,600 D
SR 4 westbound on ramp from A Street/Lone Tree Way 1 1997 11,700 D
SR 4 eastbound on ramp from A Street/Lone Tree Way 1 1997 3,250 A
SR 4 westbound off ramp to A Street/Lone Tree Way 1 1997 3,550 A
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to Hillcrest Avenue 2 1997 15,100 C
SR 4 westbound on ramp from Hillcrest Avenue 2 1997 15,700 C
SR 4 eastbound on ramp from Hillcrest Avenue 1 1997 1,800 A
SR 4 westbound off ramp to Hillcrest Avenue 1 1997 1,500 A
SR 4 westbound on ramp from SR 4/E. 18th Street 1 1997 14,400 E
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to SR 4 1 1997 14,700 E
SR 4 eastbound on ramp from SR 4/E. 18th Street 1 1997 960 A
A Street between 13th & 15th Streets 4 1/22/96 13,838 A
Buchanan Road between Mission Drive & Lucena Way 4 9/29/99 14,595 A
Cavallo Road between East 18th Street & Parker 2 4/14/99 6,658 B
Contra Loma Boulevard between Longview Road & Putnam
Street 4 10/27/99 9,504 A

East 18th Street between Crestwood Drive & Marie Avenue 2 10/27/99 16,481 E
Hillcrest Avenue between Davison Drive & Larkspur Drive 6 1/23/95 28,354 B
James Donlon Boulevard between Gentrytown Drive &
Silverado Drive 4 2/27/99 10,094 A

Lone Tree Way south of James Donlon Boulevard 4 2/8/96 19,723 A
Somersville Road between Delta Fair Boulevard & SR 4 6 6/18/98 46,016 D
18th Street north of L Street 2 2/20/99 8,830 C
18th Street west of D Street 2 2/20/99 10,547 D
Bluerock Drive east of Lone Tree Way 2 10/12/99 1,307 A
Buchanan Road at western City Limits 2 10/17/99 18,754 F
Carpinteria Drive at Welch Way 2 10/12/99 1,818 A
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Table IV.D-10 - Existing Average Daily Traffic Roadway Segment Levels of Service

Segment Number
of Lanes

Date of
Count

ADTa

Volume
LOS

Cavallo Drive north of Sunset Drive 2 4/11/99 10,037 D
Clayburn Road west of Lone Tree Way 4 2/27/99 3,223 A
Country Hills Drive at Buckskin Drive 2 10/5/99 6,432 B
Country Hills Drive at Chism Way 2 10/5/99 2,529 A
Davison Drive west of Deer Valley Road 4 4/18/99 10,555 A
Davison Drive at Mountaire Drive 4 10/5/99 10,908 A
Deer Valley Road north of Davison Drive 4 12/5/99 22,204 A
Deer Valley Road between Carpinteria Drive & Wildflower
Drive 4 1/9/00 19,220 A

Delta Fair Boulevard west of Belle Drive 4 3/28/99 15,953 A
Delta Fair Boulevard north of Buchanan Road 4 12/12/99 16,939 A
Delta Fair Boulevard south of Fairview Avenue 4 3/14/99 20,624 A
East 18th Street at Evergreen Avenue 2 10/23/97 17,442 F
East Tregallas Road between Harbour Drive & Hillcrest
Avenue 2 10/24/99 4,670 A

Fairview Drive east of Delta Fair Boulevard 2 3/7/99 6,820 B
G Street & Putnam Street 2 4/28/99 5,826 A
Gentrytown Drive north of Putnam Street 2 5/9/99 10,334 A
Hillcrest Avenue north of Deer Valley Road 4 12/12/99 25,658 B
James Donlon Boulevard west of G Street 4 5/30/99 16,987 A
James Donlon Boulevard west of Lone Tree Way 4 2/20/99 17,258 A
L Street & SR 4 4 11/28/99 12,374 A
Lone Tree Way south of Putnam Street 4 11/28/99 26,505 C
Mahogany Way south of Somersville Road 2 5/16/99 5,264 A
Putnam Street east of Gentrytown Drive 2 5/5/99 3,898 A
Ridgerock Drive east of Lone Tree Way 3 2/20/99 3,016 A
San Jose Drive east of Delta Fair Boulevard 3 5/12/99 3,658 A
Somersville Road north of Contra Costa Canal 2 10/19/99 9,188 B
Somersville Road south of Costco Way 4 11/28/99 19,056 A
Somersville Road south of County East Mall 4 6/18/98 16,118 A
Somersville Road south of SR 4 eastbound on-ramp 6 6/19/98 42,718 A
Somersville Road north of Delta Fair Boulevard 4 6/18/98 14,680 A
Sunset Avenue east of Lone Tree Way 2 2/27/99 2,134 A
Wildhorse Road east of Folsom Drive 4 2/13/99 1,450 A
Wildhorse Road east of Hillcrest Avenue 4 2/13/99 5,286 A
Wildhorse Road between Hillcrest Road & Folsom Drive 4 1/16/00 5,948 A
a ADT =Average daily traffic.  For any roadway segments where traffic counts were not available for both directions, the counted

direction was doubled for the purposes of determining level of service.

Source: Dowling Associates, Inc., 2001.
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Response to Letter D: California Office of Planning and Research

D-1 The Comment Letter includes a Document Detail Report, listing the State agencies that have
reviewed the Draft EIR. It also includes a reference to Section 21104(c) of the California
Resources Code that states:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments
regarding those activities involved in a project which are within an area of
expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out or approved by the
agency. Those comments shall be supported by specific documentation.”

The comment is informational in nature, and raises no substantive issues regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Letter E: Bay Area Air Quality Management District

E-1 The City thanks the BAAQMD for its support of the proposed General Plan’s goals and its
conclusion that its policies will assist in the reduction of local and regional air quality
impacts. No substantive issues are raised in this Comment regarding the adequacy of the EIR,
and no further response is necessary.

E-2 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Comment requests further discussion of air quality in the Resource
Management Element of the proposed General Plan. The General Plan confronts the issue of
land use, transportation, and air quality by requiring developers of large development projects
to participate in specific programs and take measures to improve traffic flow and/or reduce
vehicle trips (proposed General Plan page 10-10). The General Plan also makes a substantial
effort toward achieving a balance of local employment and housing opportunities as a means
of reducing the long-distance commutes now plaguing many Bay Area residents. The
proposed General Plan sets forth a vision and provides a plan for achieving that vision
through the year 2030. The General Plan is based on a review of existing conditions,
including traffic, land use and air quality conditions that affect the City. It provides a guide to
preserving those features of the community that give Antioch its distinct character (e.g.,
Rivertown, views of open hillsides to the south), changing those features that impact on
residents’ quality of life (e.g., traffic congestion, lack of local employment opportunities),
managing the community’s natural environment, and ensuring adequate services and facilities
to support the City’s future needs.

While a discussion of the relationship between land use, transportation, and air quality would
be informative, it would not materially add to the ability of existing General Plan policies to
address air quality issues. An understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of the City’s
existing (1988) General Plan formed a basis for preparation of the air quality-related plans,
policies, and programs in the updated General Plan. While such an understanding is of value
in preparing an update to a City’s General Plan, it is of far less value being presented within
the updated General Plan itself. State General Plan guidelines call for evaluation of past
General Plan policies to assist in preparation of an updated plan, but it is only the guidelines
for the Housing Element that call for an evaluation of the effectiveness of past policies and
programs to be presented in an updated General Plan element. The comment also calls for
providing more detailed description of General Plan policies. As discussed in relation to
biological resource policies, the General Plan sets forth environmental performance standards
to be applied during the City’s development and environmental review processes for
individual development projects. The existing policies are sufficiently detailed so as to
facilitate their subsequent application to specific development projects, and are sufficiently
broad so as to allow for differences in site-specific conditions.

E-3 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but addresses the incorporation of “smart growth” policies in the General Plan.
The Comment implies that the Antioch General Plan does not incorporate the smart growth
policies that have emerged from the County’s “Shaping the Future” project. The updated
General Plan does, in fact, incorporate a wide variety of smart growth features including, but
not limited to:
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• Achieving a local balance between housing and employment opportunities, along with a
broad range of housing types for all economic segments of the community.

• Development of high density, mixed-use transit-oriented development in the vicinity of
rail transit stations within the downtown area, near the Hillcrest Avenue/SR-4
interchange, and in the southeastern portion of the General Plan study area in the area
being studied in the County’s “Shaping the Future” project.

• Implementation of preferential lanes for use by buses and other forms of public transit in
the vicinity of rail transit stations.

• Providing safe bicycle routes to school and park facilities from residential neighborhoods
throughout the community.

E-4 The General Plan was crafted with substantial input from the Contra Costa County Bicycle
Coalition. In addition, a Board member of Tri-Delta Transit served on the City’s General Plan
Steering Committee. The land use pattern proposed in the General Plan places substantial
new employment-generating land in close proximity to residential development. As a result
of this input, the measures identified in Response E-3 and other transportation and air quality
measures set forth in the General Plan.

Several of the Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) set forth in the Bay Area 2000 Clean
Plan involve regional programs and activities which the City can and does support. The
General Plan supports each of the TCMs identified in the Clean Air Plan as described below.

• Support Voluntary Employer-Based Reduction Programs. Policy 10.6.2b of the General
Plan requires large non-residential development project to “participate in programs and
take measures… reduce vehicle trips.” Examples of such programs, which would be
applied to development projects as part of the City’s environmental and development
review processes, include development of mixed-use projects facilitating home to work
trips via bicycle and walking, installation of on-site transit improvements to facilitate bus
use, contributions toward off-site transit improvements, and provision of on-site
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

• Improve Areawide Transit Service. As noted above, Policy 10.6.2b includes provisions
for transit improvements as part of large non-residential development. The policy
provides the same requirements for large residential developments. Policy 7.5.2a of the
General Plan aims at facilitating the development and use of two proposed rail transit
centers within the City by permitting higher residential densities and mixed-use
development adjacent to the proposed transit stations, working to improve adjacent
freeway interchanges to accommodate traffic to the parking lots of these stations, and
developing a system of dedicated transit lanes on the local street system connecting these
stations to employment-generating and major residential areas within the City. Policy
7.5.2b permits higher residential densities than would otherwise be permitted adjacent to
the existing Amtrak stop in the downtown area. Policy 7.5.2c and the provisions of the
Land Use Element are aimed at facilitating high density, transit-oriented development
adjacent to the existing and two proposed rail transit stations in and adjacent to Antioch.
Other Circulation Element policies designed to facilitate transit use include establishment
of multi-modal transit connections, preserving rights-of-way for extension of rail transit
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facilities, including Tri-Delta Transit in the review of development projects, providing
information to local residents and workers on the availability of transit services, and
working with regional transportation agencies to determine the feasibility of establishing
water transit facilities in Antioch along the San Joaquin River.

• Improve Regional Rail Service. As noted above, a number of policies and programs is
set forth in the General Plan to facilitate the expansion of rail service within Antioch.

• Improve Access to Rail and Ferry Service. As noted above, policies and programs to
improve access to rail service include improvements to freeway interchanges, increased
development density and mixed use adjacent to rail transit stations, assurance of adequate
parking facilities, and establishment of dedicated or priority lanes for bus transit
accessing rail stations.

• Improve Intercity Rail Service. The Antioch General Plan supports this TCM by
facilitating access to such rail service, as described above.

• Improve Ferry Service. Policy 7.5.2k specifically calls for working with ABAG, the
Contra Costa Transportation Commission, the Ports of Oakland and San Francisco, and
potential water transit purveyors to determine the feasibility of establishing ferry service
in Antioch. Facilities for such a service could be developed in several locations along the
San Joaquin River, including Rogers Point and the former Fulton Shipyard.

• Construct Carpool/Express Bus Lanes on Freeways. This TCM is regional in nature. The
Antioch General Plan supports this measure by providing for the establishment of park-
and-ride lots (Policy 7.5.2f).

• Improve Bicycle Access and Facilities. As noted above, the General Plan was prepared
with substantial input from the Contra Costa Bicycle Coalition. Section 7.4 of the
General Plan sets forth the City’s program to facilitate bicycle use. This program includes
improvements to a large number of bicycle facilities (Table 7.B); designing new
residential neighborhoods to provide safe bicycle routes to schools, shopping, and parks;
providing appropriate night lighting of bicycle facilities; maintaining roadway cross-
sections and bridge designs that facilitate bicycle use; providing multi-use paths along
creek corridors, rail rights-of-way, utility corridors, and linear parks; providing Class II
or Class I bicycle facilities along or adjacent to all arterial streets, high volume collector
roadways, and major access routes to schools and parks; requiring the provision of
bicycle parking and other support facilities at new office, retail, and public facilities; and
providing direct access between commercial uses and adjacent residential neighborhoods.

• Youth Transportation. Although the City does not directly provide youth transportation
services, the General Plan supports youth transportation by facilitating the use of bicycles
for transportation to schools, parks, and shopping areas, as described above.

• Install Freeway/Arterial Metro Traffic Operation System. This measure consists of
operating a freeway service patrol on congested Bay Area Freeways. There are no
provisions of a City General Plan that would materially facilitate the implementation of
this TCM.

• Improve Arterial Traffic Management. Policy 7.3.2a of the General Plan calls for signal
synchronization along major arterials. This policy is also aimed at improving traffic flow
along arterials by limiting driveway access and providing appropriate
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acceleration/deceleration lanes at major drive entries, provision of reciprocal access
between non-residential uses, and construction of railroad grade separations.

• Transit Use Incentives. As noted above, the General Plan supports the increased use of
transit by expanding rail transit facilities and facilitating access to and from transit
stations. Employer participation in providing transit use incentives to employees would
be considered as part of the environmental review of large employment-generating
projects pursuant to the provisions of General Plan Policy 7.5.2a.

• Improve Ridesahre/Vanpool Services and Incentives. Incentives for rideshare and
vanpool services would be addressed as part of General Plan Policy 7.5.2a, as described
above. In addition, the General Plan supports the establishment of new park-and-ride
facilities within the City.

• Local Clean air Plans, Policies, and Programs. As noted in the BAAQMD Comment
letter, the City of Antioch is participating in the “Shaping Our Future Project.” The
updated General Plan, including its transportation, air quality and land use policies,
represents a significant effort toward preparing and implementing a local air quality plan.

E-5 The proposed General Plan provides for infill development within currently developed areas
of the City, including higher residential development adjacent to existing and proposed transit
stations and exempting development within the downtown area and small infill projects from
the City’s residential growth allocation system. Expansion of urban development into the
Sand Creek Focus Area has been anticipated since adoption of the City’s existing General
Plan in 1988. The provisions of that plan called for planning development of Future Urban
Area (FUA) 1 (Sand Creek Focus Area) once an alignment for the SR-4 by-pass was selected,
environmental documentation for the by-pass was completed, and the Southeast Specific Plan
area was largely developed. The 1988 General Plan also called for preparation of a market
feasibility analysis to determine the timing of actual development. Each of the criteria for
consideration of development within the Sand Creek Focus Area has been met, and the area’s
development is currently being considered by the City. The 1988 General Plan forecasted that
actual development of FUA 1 would occur sometime after 2000.

The updated General Plan is applying the same long-term consideration to development
within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas in the updated General Plan as it
did for FUA 1 in 1988. Because of the need to address infrastructure, environmental, and
transportation issues, and because of the limitations on development placed by the City’s
residential growth allocation system, urban development within the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio Property Focus Areas is included in the General Plan as a long-range concept. The
proposed General Plan is a long-range planning document that is to guide the development
and environmental management through the year 2030. The development of the Roddy Ranch
and Ginochio Property Focus Areas will not occur until the urbanized areas of the City have
grown southward and will be adjacent to these Focus Areas. This will occur because the cost
of infrastructure to develop these areas would not be affordable without the southward build
out of the City. The developers of these Focus Areas would not be able to afford the cost of
new roads, water lines, sewer lines, and other infrastructure facilities that are needed to
support development. Additionally the City’s Growth Management Element will regulate
growth within the City. This Element restricts the residential construction within the City per
year and creates performance standards for public services and facilities. More specific
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information about the City’s growth management policies and objectives can be found in
Chapter 3.0 of the proposed General Plan.

E-6 See Responses E-4 and E-5. The proposed General Plan has been designed to facilitate infill
development and provide for high density, transit-oriented development. By focusing on
employment-generating development in the eastern and southeastern portions of the City, trip
lengths between new employment-generating uses and new residential development in
eastern Contra Costa County can be minimized as residential development expands to the east
in Brentwood, Oakley, and Discovery Bay. Essentially, new employment areas in eastern and
southeastern Antioch would act as a “catchment,” eliminating the need for increased number
of home to work trips along congested portions of SR-4 through Antioch and to the west.

E-7 Table 5 of the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines (December 1999) contain Clean Air Plan
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) to be implemented by local government. These are
described below.

• Support Voluntary Employer-Based Trip Reduction Programs. BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines suggest that local governments should provide assistance to regional and local
ridesharing organizations and advocate legislation to maintain and expand incentives
(e.g., tax deductions/credits). As noted in Response E-4, the General Plan requires large
non-residential development project to “participate in programs and take measures…
reduce vehicle trips,” such as development of mixed-use projects facilitating home to
work trips via bicycle and walking, installation of on-site transit improvements to
facilitate bus use, contributions toward off-site transit improvements, and provision of
on-site pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

To further implement this TCM, the policy following has been added to the General Plan:

10.6.2e  Support and facilitate employer-based trip reduction programs by recognizing
such programs in environmental mitigation measures for traffic and air quality
impacts where their ongoing implementation can be ensured, and their
effectiveness can be monitored.

• Improve Bicycle Access and Facilities. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines suggest that local
governments improve and expand bicycle lane system by providing bicycle access in
plans for all new road construction or modifications; establish and maintain bicycle
advisory committees in all nine Bay Area counties; designate a staff person as a Bicycle
Program Manager; develop and implement comprehensive bicycle plans; encourage
employers and developers to provide bicycle access and facilities; and provide bicycle
safety education. As noted in Response E-4, the General Plan was prepared with
substantial input from the Contra Costa Bicycle Coalition. Section 7.4 of the General
Plan of the General Plan includes improvements to a large number of bicycle facilities
(Table 7.B); designing new residential neighborhoods to provide safe bicycle routes to
schools, shopping, and parks; providing appropriate night lighting of bicycle facilities;
maintaining roadway cross-sections and bridge designs that facilitate bicycle use; provide
multi-use paths along creek corridors, rail rights-of-way, utility corridors, and linear
parks; providing Class II or Class I bicycle facilities along or adjacent to all arterial
streets, high-volume collector roadways, and major access routes to schools and parks;
requiring the provision of bicycle parking and other support facilities at new office, retail,
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and public facilities; and providing direct access between commercial uses and adjacent
residential neighborhoods.

• Improve Arterial Traffic Management. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines suggest that local
governments study signal preemption for buses on arterials with high volume of bus
traffic, improve arterials for bus operations and encourage bicycling and walking,
continue and expand local signal timing programs, only where air quality benefits can be
demonstrated. As noted in Response E-4, the General Plan calls for signal
synchronization along major arterials, and aims at improving traffic flow along arterials
by limiting driveway access and providing appropriate acceleration/deceleration lanes at
major drive entries, provision of reciprocal access between non-residential uses, and
construction of railroad grade separations. Also included in the General Plan is a program
calling for priority or exclusive lanes for transit within areas surrounding rail transit
stations. Also, as noted above and in Response E-4, the General Plan includes substantial
provisions for facilitating bicycle use. In addition, specific policies are set forth to
encourage pedestrian travel. In addition to policies and programs to facilitate pedestrian-
oriented villages adjacent to rail transit stations, Section 7.4.2 of the General Plan
includes policies to require direct pedestrian connections between shopping centers and
adjacent residential neighborhoods, facilitate development of off-street pedestrian paths,
safe routes connecting residential neighborhoods to schools and parks, and improved
design and safety of pedestrian walks.

• Local Clean Air Plans, Policies, and Programs. BAAQMD Guidelines call for local
agencies to incorporate air quality beneficial policies and programs into local planning
and development activities, with a particular focus on subdivision, zoning and site design
measures that reduce the number and length of single-occupant automobile trips. As
discussed in Response E-2 and other bullet points in this response, a variety of programs
aimed at reducing the number and length of single-occupant automobile trips is included
in the proposed General Plan. These include policies promoting transit-oriented
development adjacent to existing and proposed rail transit stations, park-and-ride
facilities, facilitating use of bicycle and pedestrian travel, and encouragement of bus use.

• Conduct Demonstration Projects. BAAQMD Guidelines call for local agencies to
promote demonstration projects to develop new strategies to reduce motor vehicle
emissions. Projects include low-emission vehicle fleets and LEV refueling infrastructure.
Policy 10.6.2 of the General Plan calls for the City to “budget for purchase of clean fuel
vehicles, including electrical and hybrid vehicles where appropriate, and, if feasible,
purchase natural gas vehicles as diesel powered vehicles are replaced.” In addition,
Policy 10.6.2b calls for “provision of charging stations for electric vehicles within large
employment-generating and retail developments” as a means of mitigating air quality
impacts. In addition, specific policies are set forth to encourage pedestrian travel. As
noted above, in addition to policies and programs to facilitate pedestrian-oriented villages
adjacent to rail transit stations, the General Plan includes policies to require direct
pedestrian connections between shopping centers and adjacent residential neighborhoods,
facilitate development of off-street pedestrian paths, safe routes connecting residential
neighborhoods to schools and parks, and improved design and safety of pedestrian walks.

• Pedestrian Travel. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines suggest that local governments maintain
General Plan policies to promote development patterns that encourage walking and
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circulation policies that emphasize pedestrian travel and modify zoning ordinances to
include pedestrian-friendly design standards, that they include pedestrian improvements
in capital improvement programs, and designate a staff person as a Pedestrian Program
Manager.

• Promote Traffic Calming Measures. BAAQMD Guidelines call for local agencies to
include traffic calming strategies in the transportation and land use elements of general
and specific plans, and include traffic calming strategies in capital improvement
programs. The General Plan Steering Committee considered the inclusion of
requirements for the provision of traffic calming measures in the General Plan, and
decided that requirements for the provision of traffic calming should not be set forth.
Provisions for incorporation of traffic calming measures in development projects will be
considered on a project-by-project basis.

E-8 Please refer to Responses E-2 and E-4. As noted in these Responses, the General Plan aims to
increase local employment opportunities and balance them with local housing opportunities,
increase transit use through mixed-use, transit-oriented development, facilitate use of bicycle
and pedestrian movement throughout the community, and work with large employment-
generating uses to reduce vehicle use. The City concurs that there is no single solution to
reducing motor vehicle use. Thus, the General Plan sets forth a series of performance
standards to be implemented during the environmental review of specific development
projects. These measures will be designed to address the specific circumstances of the
individual development projects and the probable air quality impacts they may cause.

E-9 The General Plan provides for the development of high-density, mixed-use transit-oriented
development in the vicinity of existing and proposed rail transit stations (existing downtown
Amtrak station and proposed rail transit stations near Hillcrest Avenue and the East Lone
Tree Focus Area). Policy “i” for the Rivertown Focus Area permits residential uses on the
upper floors of commercial development within the City’s downtown area. The density for
these sites is determined based on commercial floor area ratios, and will allow for densities
higher than 20 units per acre. Policy “l” for the Rivertown Focus Area permits transit-
oriented development adjacent to the existing Amtrak platform. Policies for the SR-4
Frontage and East Lone Tree focus areas also permit transit-oriented development in
proximity to proposed rail transit stations near Hillcrest Avenue and the SR-4 by-pass. The
General Plan defines maximum building intensity within transit-oriented development based
on floor area ratios, permitting residential development within a mixed-use setting to exceed
20 du/ac.

E-10 The City disagrees with the comment’s conclusion that purposefully providing insufficient
parking will positively impact air quality. The shortage of parking will more likely cause
people to drive around longer and circle repetitively to look for spaces within overcrowded
parking facilities. As a standard during environmental review of individual development
projects, inadequate parking is considered a significant impact. Therefore, to cause a shortage
of parking would be to cause a significant impact. Within the Antioch area, significant air
quality impacts are caused by freeway congestion and sitting in unmoving traffic, not by
driving to a destination and finding adequate parking. The City believes the approach
suggested in this Comment will actually increase air quality impacts.
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E-11 The potential for the General Plan to result in land use incompatibilities is addressed in
Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR (Impact 4.8.1). The Draft EIR states that implementation of the
proposed General Plan would generally “maintain Antioch’s existing pattern of industrial use.
Heavy industrial uses along the San Joaquin River west of Rivertown would be transitioned
over time into lighter industrial uses that are more compatible with nearby commercial and
residential uses than are the current heavy industrial uses.”

The EIR acknowledges that the General Plan proposes non-residential development to be
located adjacent to residential uses in several locations. These instances range from
residential development adjacent to neighborhood shopping areas to industrial development
proposed adjacent to existing and future residential neighborhoods in the northeastern portion
of the General Plan study area.

The Draft EIR recognizes that short-term land use incompatibility impacts will occur as the
result of construction activities, including noise, dust, and traffic from construction activities.
Because they are short-term in nature and subject to a variety of regulations aimed at
reducing their impacts, they were not considered to be significant.

The Draft EIR also acknowledged that the specific nature of potential land use
incompatibilities will differ, depending upon the specific land uses at the transition between
residential and non-residential. As a result, the EIR concludes that potential land use
compatibility impacts “can only be addressed on a case-by-case basis, and will thus be
evaluated for individual projects as development occurs.” The proposed General Plan sets
forth performance standards for buffers and transitions between residential and non-
residential land uses reduce potential land use compatibility impacts. To ensure that land use
compatibility issues are limited or reduced, development will be subject to the policies
outlined in the proposed General Plan, other City standards, applicable provisions of State
law (including CEQA), and Federal law. Policy 10.6.2e of the General Plan specifically
requires the physical separation of (1) proposed new industries having the potential for
emitting toxic air contaminants and (2) existing and proposed sensitive receptors (e.g.,
residential areas, schools, and hospitals).

E-12 All new development, including demolition of existing structures, will be required to comply
with the provisions of local, State, and Federal laws, rules, and regulations, including those of
the BAAQMD. The City will carefully plan mitigation measures and comply with District
regulations in the case of demolishing an existing structure. If any questions arise the City
will contact the BAAQMD’s Compliance and Enforcement Division.

E-13 The General Plan policy referred to in the Comment is an enforceable restriction that will be
applied to new development in conformance with the General Plan. The City will undertake a
review to determine whether an “official woodsmoke ordinance” is needed to implement the
proposed General Plan policy.
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Response to Letter F: Contra Costa County Community Development Department

F-1 The Comment mischaracterizes Antioch’s General Plan as allowing “intense urban
development of substantial unincorporated land area….” The General Plan would permit
future residential development at a maximum intensity of only 2-3 units per developable acre1

within the Roddy Ranch and only 2.0 units per acres within the Ginochio Property Focus
Area. Moreover, such development would only be permitted prior to 2020 if it is consistent
with the provisions of Measure C as it was adopted by the voters, effectively extending the
provisions of Measure C as it was approved by the voters by 10 years.

In June 2003, the Antioch City Council adopted policy direction for the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio Property Focus Areas. This direction has incorporated into the General Plan by
modifying Policy 4.3.2f and text for the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas as
follows.

f. Recognize the ULL as it was adopted by the voters in 1990 as a means of phasing
urban and suburban development, preserving open space and maintaining a
compact urban form. Prior to Measure C-1990’s expiration in 2010:

- Maintain rural land uses (residential densities less than one dwelling unit per
five acres (0.2 du/ac) and compatible open space/recreational uses which do
not require urban levels of public services and facilities through 2020 in
areas outside of the ULL as it was adopted by the voters in 1990.

- Work with Contra Costa County to review the location of the ULL on a five-
year basis; and

- As lands within the ULL increasingly committed to urban, suburban, or
permanent open space use and additional land is required for future
residential and other development, work with Contra Costa County to review
and expand the ULL prior to Measure C-1990’s expiration in 2010;

- Limit future urban development within Roddy Ranch and the Ginochio
Property to a total of 1,000 acres (approximately 750 acres within Roddy
Ranch and 250 acres within the Ginochio Property), consistent with the ULL
as it was adopted by the voters in 1990.

To clarify the relationship between policies for the Roddy Ranch Focus Area and Policy
4.3.2f, above, policy direction for Roddy Ranch Focus Area has been revised to read as
follows:

It is the intent of the Antioch General Plan that Roddy Ranch, once it is included
within the Urban Limit Line, be developed as a master planned enclave nestled in
the rolling hills south of the present City of Antioch. The visual character of Roddy
Ranch should be defined principally by suburban density residential development
clustered within natural and recreational open spaces, along with the preservation
of the steeper natural hillsides and the canyon bottoms containing riparian

                                                
1 A “developable acre” consists of land that is not committed to open space, does not have steep slopes (generally over

25%), and does not have environmental constraints that would preclude development.
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resources within the site. The existing golf course, as a major recreational amenity,
should be the central focus of the planned community.

To clarify the relationship between policies for the Ginochio Property Focus Area and Policy
4.3.2f, above, policy Direction for the Ginochio Property Focus Area has been revised to read
as follows:

The Ginochio Property is currently located outside of the Urban Limit Line as it
was adopted by the voters in 1990. As noted in Land Use Element Policy 4.3.2, the
General Plan recognizes the Urban Limit Line as a means of phasing urban and
suburban development preserving open space, and maintaining a compact urban
form. Until such time as the Urban Limit Line is moved to include the Ginochio
Property or the Urban Limit Line expires, development is to be limited to rural land
uses consistent with the Contra Costa County General Plan and compatible open
space/recreational uses. Thus, the policy direction that follows is predicated on
compliance with the provisions of Policy 4.3.2f future inclusion of the Ginochio
Property within the Urban Limit Line.

Presentation of long-range policies for development of certain properties in the General Plan
is consistent with the notion that a city’s General Plan is a long-range planning document
designed to manage the community’s future comprehensively. In the case of Antioch, the
General Plan is intended to provide policy direction aimed at seeing the City through to the
year 2030. The inclusion of the land use policies for the currently unincorporated areas
adjacent to the City are provided to guide development of these areas after they have been
annexed into the City of Antioch, which, by policy, is intended to occur sometime after 2020.

F-2 The view of the ULL as a phasing boundary describes the manner in which the Antioch
General Plan views the line, and is not intended to characterize Contra Costa County’s
purpose or interpretation of their policy. As stated in Response F-1, the proposed General
Plan is a long-range planning document meant to guide the City through the year 2030.
Therefore, the City may plan for land uses within the City’s Planning Area that may be
annexed into the City within the General Plan time period. As further noted in Response F-1,
development within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property is not anticipated until 2020.

As stated on page 4.8-1 of the Draft EIR the Contra Costa County 65/35 Land Preservation
Plan limits urban development within the County, not within individual cities. It is
recognized, however, the County LAFCO will consider the County’s policies regarding the
ULL in any deliberations regarding spheres of influence and annexations. Page 4.8-5 of the
Draft EIR explains that, in the original voter approval of Measure C in 1990, the voters
approved a ULL that included portions of the Roddy Ranch and Ginnochio properties. It was
subsequent to voter approval of Measure C that the County Board of Supervisors moved the
ULL in 2000, shifting all of the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties outside of the
County’s ULL. Thus, inclusion of those portions of the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio
properties within the ULL that were within the original ULL approved by the voters would
not be inconsistent with. The Draft EIR further explains that, under the provisions of Measure
C-1990, the County is to review the location of the ULL every five years. Given that the
balance of residential land within Antioch may be built out by 2020, it is reasonable and
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prudent to recognize the possibility that urban development could occur within portions of the
Roddy Ranch and Ginochio property sometime between 2020 and 2030. To address this
possibility, the proposed Antioch General Plan includes policies to guide development of this
area when and if it occurs. As stated in Response F-1, urban development of these areas will
require development of a final development plan and will comply with all CEQA
requirements, General Plan policies, and the provisions of State and Federal law.

F-3 The land referred to in the comment is in ranch use, and is not actively used for crop
production. As such, it is considered to be in agricultural production. The Draft EIR analyzes
the loss of open space that would result from build out of the proposed General Plan as part
of the discussion of Impact 4.8.1. This discussion acknowledges that the General Plan will
result in the loss of existing open space lands. Loss of agricultural uses is included in the loss
of open space land.

As stated previously, the Ginochio property is not currently being proposed for development,
and City policy is that such development would not be considered for many years. As set
forth in Response F-1, development will not likely occur within the Ginochio property until
some time after 2020, after the anticipated expiration date of the contract. Prior to
development, a final development plan will be prepared along with appropriate
environmental documentation pursuant to CEQA, which will include analysis of agricultural
resources within the final development plan area. As the Comment states, only portions of the
Ginochio property are subject to the Williamson Act contract. Urban development within the
Ginochio property prior to the expiration of that contract would not be permitted.

F-4 Please see General Comment 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the EIR for the
proposed General Plan. The General Plan sets forth performance standards for the mitigation
of visual impacts in the Community Image and Design element. In the absence of a specific
development plan for the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties, the visual impacts that
would result from development of these areas can only be discussed in a general manner. At
the time actual development of these properties is proposed, a specific examination of the
visual impacts of such development on surrounding open space lands and lands managed by
the East Bay Regional Park District will be prepared pursuant to the provisions of CEQA and
the Antioch General Plan. Specific mitigation measures needed to reduce visual impacts and
maintain consistency with General Plan policies will be addressed at that time.

F-5 The City understands the regional importance and aesthetic value of the rolling foothills in
the southern portion of the Planning Area. The visual simulation information provided by the
District analyzed the impacts of specific development proposals within the Sand Creek Focus
Area. Preparation of such analysis was possible because such development proposals were
available. The City did consider the information presented by the East Bay Regional Parks
District, and undertook a number of modifications to the General Plan based on the District’s
input. These modifications were incorporated into the Planning Commission’s
recommendations on the General Plan document.

F-6 The proposed General Plan provides protection of biological resources throughout the
Planning Area by the incorporation of the following policies:
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10.4.2 Biological Resources Policies

a. Comply with the Federal policy of no net loss of wetlands through avoidance and
clustered development. Where preservation in place is found not to be feasible
(such as where a road crossing cannot be avoided, or where shore stabilization or
creation of shoreline trails must encroach into riparian habitats), require 1) on-
site replacement of wetland areas, 2) off-site replacement, or 3) restoration of
degraded wetland areas at a minimum ratio of one acre of
replacement/restoration for each acre of impacted on-site habitat, such that the
value of impacted habitat is replaced.

b. Preserve in place and restore existing wetlands and riparian resources along the
San Joaquin River and other natural streams in the Planning Area, except where a
need for structural flood protection is unavoidable.

c. Require appropriate setbacks adjacent to natural streams to provide adequate
buffer areas ensuring the protection of biological resources, including sensitive
natural habitat, special-status species habitats and water quality protection.

d. Through the project approval and design review processes, require new
development projects to protect sensitive habitat areas, including, but not limited
to, oak woodlands, riparian woodland, vernal pools, and native grasslands.
Ensure the preservation in place of habitat areas found to be occupied by State
and federally protected species. Where preserved habitat areas occupy areas that
would otherwise be graded as part of a development project, facilitate the transfer
of allowable density to other, non-sensitive portions of the site.

g. Limit uses within preserve and wilderness areas to resource-dependent activities
and other uses compatible with the protection of natural habitats (e.g., passive
recreation and public trails).

h. Through the project review process, review, permit the removal of healthy,
mature oak trees on a case-by-case basis only where it is necessary to do so.

i. Preserve heritage trees throughout the Planning Area.

j. Within areas adjacent to preserve habitats, require the incorporation of native
vegetation and avoid the introduction of invasive species in the landscape plans
for new development.

See Response A-9 for a discussion of wildlife movement corridors.

F-7 To better explain the analysis in the Draft EIR that the impact of the proposed General Plan
on water resources will be less than significant, the following text is included in the Final
EIR.

Page 4.12.2, first paragraph:

The Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update for the Contra Costa Water District
(CCWD) states that future water demand associated with growth in the District’s
service will be met through the year 2050 by a combination of conservation,
reclamation, and water transfers. This study analyzes the projected demand through
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the year 2050 and includes ensuring a reliable supply of water during multiple dry
year scenarios. Specifically, water transfers for drought reliability will be obtained by
CCWD through purchased water rights or long-term and short-term contracts.

The Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update projections are based on estimates of
future land use changes and population growth. They represent the corresponding
growth in water demand associated with land use and demographic change. The
CCWD’s water reliability goal is to meet at least 85 percent of demand in a second or
third dry year and 100 percent demand in other years. Therefore, the need for
additional water supplies in normal and drought years was evaluated under three
scenarios (normal, drought, and drought with a 15 percent demand reduction).
Therefore, growth associated with the implementation of the proposed General Plan
will be adequately serviced by water from the CCWD in addition to water from the
San Joaquin River.

In addition, on page 4.12.2, the EIR states that the new multi-purpose pipeline being
constructed by CCWD will enable the CCWD to meet projected demands for the service area
through 2040.

The performance standards related to Water Storage and Distribution in the Growth
Management Element of the proposed General Plan ensure that a clear linkage exists between
growth and the expansion of services and infrastructure. Also, the water facilities policies as
provided in the proposed General Plan and listed below will ensure that water facilities will
have sufficient capacity.

8.4.2 Water Facilities Policies

a. As part of the design of water systems, provide adequate pumping and storage
capacity for both drought and emergency conditions, as well as the ability to
provide fire flows required by the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District.

b. Ensure that adequate infrastructure is in place and operational prior to occupancy
or new development, such that (1) new development will not negatively impact
the performance of water facilities serving existing developed areas, and (2) the
performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element will
continue to be met.

c. Maintain an up-to-date master plan of water facilities.

d. Maintain existing levels of water service by protecting and improving
infrastructure, replacing water mains and pumping facilities as necessary, and
improving the efficiency of water transmission facilities.

e. Permit the construction of interim facilities only when it is found that
construction of such facilities will not impair the financing or timely construction
of master planned facilities.

f. Periodically evaluate local water consumption patterns, the adequacy of existing
facilities, and the need for new facilities, including this information in the
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comparison of proposed development projects to the performance standards of
the Growth Management Element.

g. Incorporate expected reductions in the need for water facilities resulting from
water conservation programs only after several years of experience with the
implementation of such programs.

h. Provide the Contra Costa Water District with timely information on development
proposals and projected levels of future growth so that it can maintain
appropriate long-term master plans and refine the delivery of service and
facilities to maintain the performance standards set forth in the Growth
Management Element.

F-8 As noted in Response C-1, the analysis undertaken in the Draft EIR assumes buildout of the
Antioch General Plan, as well as buildout of the General Plans of the cities of Pittsburg,
Brentwood, and Oakley. Traffic from unincorporated areas outside of the Antioch General
Plan study area and through traffic from areas outside of the east County region are
incorporated into CCTA’s East County regional traffic model that was used for the General
Plan traffic analysis. The analysis also assumes implementation of growth management
requirements pursuant to the provisions of Measure C. Because the traffic analysis assumes
General Plan buildout, it assumes buildout of both General Plan land use and circulation
plans. The concept of a “financially constrained model” primarily applies to the analysis of an
individual development project as a means of testing the roadway network at a specific point
in time, based on an assumption that roadway and highway construction may fall behind land
development at that point in time. However, the roadway performance standards required to
be included in the General Plans of cities within Contra Costa County preclude a financially
constrained roadways system to exist at General Plan buildout. Required growth management
provisions would not permit buildout of land use without the buildout of related
transportation improvements since a financially constrained roadway systems would cause
exceedences of roadway performance standards and preclude future development prior to
General Plan land use buildout.

The analysis undertaken for the General Plan addressed all roadways in the East County
regional traffic model, including routes of regional significance. See Response N-1 for a
discussion of analysis of traffic service standards.
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Response to Letter G: Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation
District

G-1 The Comment identifies the drainage areas encompassing the General Plan study area, and
states that fees are required for developments within the drainage areas. All requires fees will
be collected as part of the City’s normal development review process. The Comment does not
raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is
necessary.

G-2 As described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR and General Comment 1, the General Plan EIR
is a “Program EIR,” evaluating the broad-scale impacts of the proposed General Plan. The
General Plan establishes an overall policy framework the City will use as a means of
evaluating such proposals. The Draft addresses flood issues in the General Plan study area,
and provides mitigation for these impacts. While a detailed discussion of each of the drainage
plans being administered by the District would provide useful information, it would not
materially add to the analysis of impacts. See also Response G-3.

G-3 Depending upon the size and location of new development proposed within areas not having
an existing regional Drainage Master Plan, the preparation of such a plan may be warranted.
In light of the District’s request, Policy 8.7.2b has been modified and a new policy added to
read as follows:

b. Require adequate drainage and flood control infrastructure to be in place and
operational prior to occupancy of new development, such that:

• New development will not negatively impact the performance of storm drain
facilities serving existing developed areas;

• The provisions of any applicable regional Drainage Master Plan are
implemented; and

• The performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element
will continue to be met.

c. Facilitate preparation of regional Drainage Master Plans within areas for which
such a plan is not now available in advance of new urban development.

G-4 As areas are annexed into the City in the future, Antioch will assume the same drainage and
flood control responsibilities it has for lands within the present City limits. As noted in
Response G-3, the City will work to facilitate the preparation of regional Drainage Master
Plans within areas not currently served by such a plan. These Master Plans will identify
appropriate discharge points, and ensure that the performance standards for flood protection
set forth in the proposed General Plan’s Growth Management Element will be met.

G-5 The land uses proposed in the General Plan are largely based on the City’s existing 1988
General Plan and subsequent adoption of the East Lone Tree and East 18th Street Specific
Plans, with the exception of the Sand Creek, Roddy Ranch, and Ginochio Focus Areas. The
proposed General Plan development intensity for the Sand Creek Focus Area was based on
the recommendations of the City’s Sand Creek advisory committee, and modified to decrease
that committee’s recommended density based on environmental analyses prepared as part of
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the preparation of the General Plan and Sand Creek Specific Plan. The Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio properties were not addressed in the City’s 1988 General Plan. The impacts of
proposed build out of the Antioch General Plan is the subject of the analysis presented
throughout the Draft EIR. Analyses comparing the proposed Antioch General Plan with the
County’s 2010 General Plan land use map would be inappropriate for several reasons:

• CEQA does not permit “plan to plan” analysis. Although CEQA Guidelines Section
15125d requires that EIRs evaluate any inconsistencies between the proposed project and
applicable general plans and regional plans, such regional plans do not include a county’s
General Plan unless the proposed project is located in the county and the EIR is
evaluating the project’s consistency with the applicable General Plan. This is not the case
for the Antioch General Plan EIR, wherein all development would occur within the
existing or future boundaries of the City of Antioch. CEQA Guidelines call for analysis
of “changes to existing physical conditions in the area affected by the project.” “Plan to
plan” analyses will tend to underestimate changes to existing physical conditions since
they are based on using a plan rather than existing physical conditions as the baseline
against which impacts are measured.

• Analyses of changes in development intensity will not directly measure changes in the
amount of impervious surfaces that will, in turn, increase runoff. Many of the differences
in land use intensity between the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s existing
General Plan that are noted in the comment do not represent differences in site coverage
or amount of impervious surfaces, and would not accurately evaluate need for flood
control facilities.

• The County General Plan is not an appropriate baseline to measure changes in a city’s
General Plan within a city’s existing boundaries.

The proposed Antioch General Plan provides performance standards to ensure installation of
adequate flood control and drainage facilities ahead of new development. These performance
standards are found in the Growth Management Element (Section 3.5.6) and the
Environmental Hazards Element (Section 11.4). In recognition of the issue raised in
Comment G-5, the following policy had been added to Section 11.4.1 of the General Plan:

g. Work with the Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation
District to maintain up-to-date regional drainage master plans.

G-6 The proposed General Plan already has several policies, as listed below, to ensure the
protection of City waterways and water recharge facilities. In recognition of Comment G-6,
Policy 11.4.2d has been modified.

8.7.2 Storm Drainage and Flood Control Policies

a. Continue working with the Contra Costa County Flood Control District to ensure that
runoff from new development is adequately handled.

b. Require adequate infrastructure to be in place and operational prior to occupancy of
new development, such that:
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- New development will not negatively impact the performance of storm drain
facilities serving existing developed areas; and

- The performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element
will continue to be met.

c. Design flood control within existing creek areas to maximize protection of
existing natural settings and habitat.

11.4.2 Flood Hazards Policies

a. Prohibit all development within the 100-year floodplain, unless mitigation measures
consistent with the National Flood Insurance Program are provided.

b. Minimize encroachment of development adjacent to the floodway in order to convey
flood flows without property damage and risk to public safety. Require such
development to the capable of withstanding flooding and to minimize the use of fill.

c. Prohibit alteration of floodways and channelization of natural creeks if alternative
methods of flood control are technically and financially feasible. The intent of this
policy is to balance the need for protection devices with land use solutions, recreation
needs, and habitat preservation.

d. Require new development to prepare drainage studies to assess storm runoff impacts
on the local and regional storm drain and flood control system., along with Require
implementation of appropriate detention and drainage facilities to ensure that the
community’s storm drainage system capacity will be maintained and peak flow
limitations will not be exceeded. Wherever feasible, construct new storm drain
facilities without diversion of flows between watersheds, conveying flows from the
development to the nearest natural watercourse or adequate man-made drainage
facility.

e. Where construction of a retention basin is needed to support new development,
require the development to provide for the perpetual funding and ongoing
maintenance of the basin.

f. Eliminate hazards caused by local flooding through improvements to the area’s storm
drain system or creek corridors.

G-7 The Flood Control & Water Conservation District’s statement regarding the function of
existing basins for detention is hereby incorporated into the Final EIR.

G-8 The Flood Control & Water Conservation District’s statement regarding the need for flood
control permits is hereby incorporated into the Final EIR.

G-9 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR for the General Plan, but refers to the District’s September 25, 2002, comments
on a previously distributed EIR for the Sand Creek Specific Plan.
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Response to Letter H: Contra Costa Mosquito and Vector Control District

H-1 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Comment generally describes the district’s activities, and states that, as
development increases in the future, the level of service required from the District will also
increase.

H-2 The proposed General Plan includes policies consistent with State and Federal law,
recognizing the sensitivity of wetland and riparian habitats. The General Plan requires that
impacts on riparian and wetland areas be mitigated, including replacement of lost wetlands
and riparian habitat. The City will inform the District of any proposed restoration or
mitigation of riparian and wetland habitat that may affect the services of the District.

H-3 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. See Responses H-1 and H-2.

H-4 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Comment states that any build out within Contra Costa County will
increase the exposure of people to the dangers of mosquitoes. The City will consult with the
District in the management of mosquito breeding and habitat areas.

H-5 The City will inform the District of any proposed restoration or mitigation of riparian and
wetland habitat that may affect the services of the District.
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Response to Letter I: Contra Costa Water District

I-1 Thank you for your comment. The Final EIR will reference the Dam and Safety Report for
Contra Loma Reservoir that was issued May 2002:

Bureau of Reclamation, Dam Safety Division, Safety Analysis of the Contra Loma Reservoir,
2002.

I-2 Thank you for your comment. The Final EIR will reference both the December 2000 Urban
Water Management Plan and the Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update. To better support
the analysis that the impact of the proposed General Plan on water resources will be less than
significant, the following text shall be included in the EIR on page 4.12.2, first paragraph:

The Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update for the Contra Costa Water District
(CCWD) states that future water demand associated with growth in the District’s
service will be met through the year 2050 by a combination of conservation,
reclamation, and water transfers. This study analyzes the projected demand through
the year 2050 and includes ensuring a reliable supply of water during multiple dry
year scenarios. Specifically, water transfers for drought reliability will be obtained
by CCWD through purchased water rights or long-term and short-term contracts.

The Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update projections are based on estimates of
future land use changes and population growth. They represent the corresponding
growth in water demand associated with land use and demographic change. The
CCWD’s water reliability goal is to meet at least 85 percent of demand in a second
or third dry year and 100 percent demand in other years. Therefore, the need for
additional water supplies in normal and drought years was evaluated under three
scenarios (normal, drought, and drought with a 15 percent demand reduction).
Therefore, growth associated with the implementation of the proposed General
Plan will be adequately serviced by water from the CCWD in addition to water
from the San Joaquin River.

I-3 To clarify the utilization of water from both the San Joaquin River and the CCWD the
following text will be amended, as shown below, in the Final EIR on page 4.12-11 fourth
paragraph:

As stated previously, the City of Antioch has rights to utilize water from the San
Joaquin River. In the last several years, as water demands increased, the City has
increased the amount of water pumped from the San Joaquin River to
approximately the same amount the City purchases from CCWD. As stated
previously, the amount of water received from CCWD has only increased two
percent from 1990 to 2000. The proposed General Plan would accommodate a
substantial increase in population, which would generate a greater water demand.
To meet this increasing demand, the City may increasingly rely on water supplies
from the San Joaquin River. The water quality from the San Joaquin River near
Antioch varies within the course of a year. Generally, the water quality is best
during the spring when winter snows have thawed. From month-to-month, the City
cannot rely on the quality of this water supply. In the future, as is done currently,
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the City will rely on water resources from the CCWD when the water quality of the
San Joaquin River is poor. In addition to relying on increased water supplies from
the San Joaquin River, the City will increase the demand for water supplies from
CCWD. As stated in both the December 2000 Urban Water Management Plan and
the Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update, the CCWD has utilized projections
from the Association of Bay Area Governments to analyze water supply and
demand, and has concluded that future water demands associated with growth in
the Water District’s service area will be met through the year 2050.

I-4 It is Antioch’s policy that any public works project for which the City is responsible be
designed, constructed, and operated in such a manner as to not interfere with the maintenance
and operation of other infrastructure facilities, whether controlled by the City or another
agency.

I-5 General Plan policies addressing the issue of water quality are found in Sections 8.7.2 and
10.7.2. Policy 8.7.2f requires “implementation of Best Management Practices in the design of
drainage systems to reduce discharge of non-point source pollutants originating in streets,
parking lots, paved industrial work areas, and open spaces involved with pesticide
applications.” Policy 10.7.2g requires “public and private development projects to be in
compliance with applicable National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit requirements,” and that such projects implement Best Management Practices to
minimize erosion and sedimentation. See also Response I-4.

I-6 As discussed in Response A-4, the following policy has been added to Section 10.7.2 of the
General Plan, Water Resources Policies:

Design drainage within urban areas to avoid runoff from landscaped areas and
impervious surfaces from carrying pesticides, fertilizers, and urban contaminants
into natural streams.

I-7 General Plan Policy 3.7.2c, discussed in Section 4.7.3 (page 4.7-14) of the Draft EIR has
been revised, as indicated below.

c. Maintain ongoing communications with agencies whose activities affect and are
affected by the activities of the City of Antioch (e.g., Cities of Brentwood,
Oakley and Pittsburg; Contra Costa County; Antioch Unified School District;
Contra Costa County Fire Protection District; Delta Diablo Sanitation District;
Contra Costa Water District, East Bay Regional Parks District). The primary
objective of this communication will be to:

• Identify opportunities for joint programs to further common interests in a cost
efficient manner (e.g., development of major water conveyance, provision of
regional recreational facilities);

• Assist outside agencies and the City of Antioch to understand each other’s
interests, needs, and concerns; and
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• Resolve differences in these interests, needs, and concerns between Antioch and
other agencies in a mutually beneficial manner.

d. Continue to refer major planning and land use proposals to all affected
jurisdictions for review, comment, and recommendation.
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Response to Letter J: East Bay Municipal Utility District

J-1 It is Antioch’s standard practice to notify agencies of any project that might encroach into the
agency’s right-of-way.
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Response to Letter K: East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD)

K-1 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but notes that the District’s comments are contained in detail in an attached
letter by the law firm of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP who prepared those comments on
behalf of the District. EBRPD also states that this comment letter prefaces its attorney’s letter
with “more general comments.”

K-2 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR for the Antioch. The comment refers to comments and concerns that the
EBRPD had on the Draft Sand Creek Specific Plan, which was previously distributed for
public review. As an matter of information, substantial modifications were made to the Sand
Creek Specific Plan EIR referred to in this comment, and the revised EIR has been distributed
for its own public review.

K-3 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but discusses a modified land use plan that the District has proposed for the
Sand Creek Focus Area. Specific comments and responses regarding the District’s proposal
are set forth in Comment Letter L from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP.

K-4 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment addresses a September 22 letter from the District requesting
certain modifications to the General Plan’s policies and land use map for the Sand Creek
Focus Area.

K-5 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests that the City consider adoption of the Rural Alternative described
in the Draft EIR for the southern portion of the General Plan study area.

K-6 The City does not concur with this comment, and believes that the General Plan EIR does
adequately analyze and mitigate for the anticipated impacts of the General Plan. The City
believes that the policies set forth in the General Plan provide adequate protection for
biological, open space, and visual resources within the General Plan study area. The City
further believes that the proper vehicle for detailed land planning of the Sand Creek Focus
Area is the Specific Plan that the General Plan requires to be prepared for the area. It is
through the Specific Plan process that the environmental performance standards set forth in
the General Plan for development in general and the San Creek Focus Area in particular will
be applied based on detailed site-specific analysis that is beyond the scope of a General Plan
or General Plan EIR (see General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of
the EIR).

K-7 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests that the City revise land use designations and policies for the Sand
Creek Specific Plan. The City of Antioch has reviewed comments provided by the District,
and has incorporated many of them into the General Plan.
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Response to Letter L: Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP1

L-1 The comment provides a statement summarizing the East Bay Park District’s positions that
that the Draft EIR does not comply with CEQA and that the General Plan does not comply
with State General Plan law. Within this comment no specifics are mentioned, but are
provided in other comments. The City of Antioch disagrees with the District’s conclusion for
the reasons set forth in response to specific comments.

L-2 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but states that in preparing the comment letter, the District’s attorneys “relied
on the technical expertise of EBRPD staff to conduct our analysis of the DEIR and General
Plan update.”

L-3 This comment summarizes the EBRPD’s perspective of the proposed General Plan and Draft
EIR, and presents the overall structure of this comment letter. The comment implies that the
City is proposing development on “thousands of acres of land” that are somehow preserved in
open space. This is an incorrect characterization of the General Plan. The General Plan
neither proposes nor permits development on lands preserved in open space.

L-4 This comment provides a general statement regarding the Commentor’s assertion that the
Draft EIR does not provide legally required information. Specific comments are described in
detail later in the comment letter. The City of Antioch does not concur with this comment for
the reasons set forth in response to detailed comments below.

L-5 This comment summarizes the importance of the project description in an EIR, but does not
raise any substantive issues regarding the EIR prepared for the Antioch General Plan. No
further response is necessary.

L-6 An error was found in the land use tables set forth in the Draft EIR (see revised Tables at the
end of responses to Comment Letter L). This error occurred in transcribing land use data by
General Plan category and Focus Area from detailed tables identifying General Plan land use
by traffic analysis zones. The quantified analysis of traffic and air quality impacts are based
on the correct land use by traffic zone figures. Noise analysis is based on a worst-case
analysis of the noise that would result from roadways running at their design capacity and
speed.

L-7 See General Comment 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
As described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR, this EIR is a “Program EIR,” which evaluates
the broad-scale impacts of the proposed General Plan. It is not a “project-level” EIR. The
project for the purposes of this Program EIR is the General Plan for the entire City, and is not
limited to the Sand Creek Focus or any particular development proposal. The General Plan
does not address specific development proposals. Rather, the General Plan establishes an
overall policy framework the City will use as a means of evaluating such proposals.

                                                
1 As noted in Comments K-1 and L-1, this letter has been submitted on behalf of the East Bay Park District, and

represents the District’s comments on the Draft EIR for the General Plan.
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The EIR for the General Plan is a first tier program EIR that focuses on the broad policy
implications of implementing the General Plan as a whole. Its purpose is to provide general
programmatic environmental review of the environmental issues raised by the General Plan,
and provide performance standards, such that the impact of the plan will be avoided or
lessened, to the extent it is feasible to do so.

The comment sets forth an assertion that the Draft EIR does not properly distinguish between
Option “A” and Option “B” for the Sand Creek Focus Area in its analysis, but provides no
examples to substantiate this claim. In the absence of specific comments as to how the
EBRPD believes the Draft EIR might inadequately distinguish between the two options for
Sand Creek, it is impossible to provide a meaningful response other than the City believes
that the Draft EIR does adequately distinguish between the two options for this portion of the
General Plan study area.

L-8 The comment provides states that the Draft EIR’s project description is flawed based on the
District’s assertion that the General Plan itself does not provide required information
regarding proposed land uses, building density, and intensity. The District’s specific
reasoning for this claim is provided in later comments (L-88 through L-102). The City is of
the opinion that the project description adequately represents the proposed General Plan in
that the General Plan properly identifies permitted land uses, building density and intensity.
The City’s response to Comment L-8 is provided in Responses L-88 through L-102.

L-9 The comment represents the opinion of the EBRPD, and is itself a conclusion not supported
by any analysis. More detailed comments follow later in the comment letter, and are
accompanied by the more detailed analysis presented below. The intent of the General Plan is
to provide a clear policy framework for the review of subsequent development projects, and
not to provide detailed land planning for each property within the General Plan study area.
The General Plan EIR is a program level document, intended to be followed by subsequent
environmental analysis of specific development projects. The General Plan EIR provides
environmental performance standards to be applied to these subsequent development projects,
but does not provide specific mitigation for each development proposal that might
subsequently be submitted to the City for review. As detailed in General Response 1, this is
an acceptable approach to CEQA documentation.

L-10 This comment is a general statement that is detailed in subsequent comments. The City does
not concur with its conclusions for the reasons set forth in response to specific comments.

L-11 The Draft EIR clearly identifies the significance and rarity of native grasslands, and also
clearly defines the important role that native grasslands play in the natural environment of
eastern Contra Costa County. EBRPD’s comment fails to acknowledge Table 4.3.B of the
Draft EIR, which plainly identifies the special-status animal species occurring or potentially
occurring within the Antioch General Plan study area, including those species that have been
or might be found within native grasslands. Table 4.3.A identifies special-status plants found
within Antioch General Plan study area, including native grasslands.

See Response A-9 for a discussion of wildlife movement corridors and constraints affecting
such corridors.
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L-12 As noted in response to Comment L-11, Table 4.3.B of the Draft EIR identifies the special-
status animal species occurring or potentially occurring within the Antioch General Plan
study area. Because the General Plan is broad in nature, the EIR’s programmatic approach
identifies loss of habitats as an impact of the General Plan, but does not include specific
analysis of impacts upon each species. Please refer to General Response 1 for a discussion of
the level of detail required by CEQA in a program-level EIR. As noted in General
Response 1, it is neither feasible nor necessary for a Program EIR to identify project level
impacts. It is necessary, however, to devise policies and mitigation measures representing
performance standards to avoid or lessen the impact of the General Plan.

The General Plan EIR identifies those General Plan policies that, when applied to subsequent
development proposals, will ensure that impacts on biological resources are avoided or
lessened. Because of the various natural resources and special-status species within the
Antioch Planning Area, Open Space Policy 10.3.2e, (listed below) has been included in the
General Plan to support subsequent site-specific and species-specific mitigation and
conservation. Because many of the species within the Planning Area are highly mobile and
because the General Plan considers development through the year 2030, site-specific surveys
and mitigation measures should be developed during project level environmental review.

10.3.2e.Require proposed development projects containing significant natural resources (e.g.
sensitive or unusual habitats, special-status species, habitat linkages, steep slopes,
cultural resources, wildland fire hazards, etc.) to prepare Resource Management
Plans to provide for their protection or preservation consistent with the provisions of
the Antioch General Plan, other local requirements, and the provisions of State and
Federal law. The purpose of the Resource Management Plan is to look beyond the
legal status of species at the time the plan is prepared, and provide a long-term plan
for conservation and management of the natural communities found on-site. Resource
Management Plans shall accomplish the following:

- Determine the significance of the resources that are found on-site and their
relationship to resources in the surrounding area, including protected open space
areas, habitat linkages, and wildlife movement corridors;

- Define areas that are to be maintained in long-term open space based on the
significance of on-site resources and their relationship to resources in the
surrounding area; and

- Establish mechanisms to ensure the long-term protection and management of
lands retained in open space.

The requirements of Policy 10.3.2 are supplemented by specific performance standards set
forth in the Resource Management Element, as well as within Land Use Element policies
specific to individual Focus Areas. The measures set forth in the General Plan provide for
mitigation of biological resource impacts. As discussed in Response L-14, because of a lack
of certainty associated with timing of its adoption, the HCP/NCCP cannot function as a
substitute for the policies set forth in the proposed General Plan.
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L-13 See Response A-9 for a discussion of wildlife movement corridors and constraints affecting
such corridors.

L-14 Participation by public agencies in the East Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP process is
voluntary on the part of each agency, and is not mandated any law or requirement. The
comment is misleading in that it states that, once adopted, the HCP/NCCP “will serve as the
accepted process for complying with State and Federal Endangered Species Acts in the east
Contra Costa County area.” It would be more accurate to state that the HCP/NCCP would be
an accepted process for complying with State and Federal Endangered Species Acts in the
east Contra Costa County area for those agencies that choose to participate in the process. For
those agencies, such as the City of Antioch, that have to date not chosen not to participate in
the HCP/NCCP, compliance with the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts would
occur through the processes that are currently in place.

Antioch has chosen to ensure that development will be subject to strong natural resources
performance standards set forth in its General Plan. As the comment implicitly admits, it is
not certain that the HCP/NCCP will be adopted by all participating agencies. For that reason,
and because it is likely that any HCP adoption would not occur until after adoption of the
Antioch General Plan, participation in the HCP/NCCP process would not be a substitute for
the measures set forth in the General Plan.

Appendix D of the Draft EIR is titled “Framework for Resource Management Plan for Sand
Creek Focus Area.” The Framework Plan plainly states that it is intended to provide a
“framework for addressing special-status biological resources in the Sand Creek Focus Area,”
and that the plan has been developed to “provide a basis for establishing resource
management policies for the Sand Creek Focus Area.” The Framework Plan also states that it
“will serve as the basis for a more detailed RMP. Thus, the Framework Plan is clearly not the
final RMP for the Sand Creek Focus Area, is not intended to constitute a HCP/NCCP nor is it
intended to be an alternative to the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts.

The City is not required to participate in the HCP or a like program, and its participation in
the program favored by the Park District is not the only means available to protect special-
status species and their habitats. Adherence to State and Federal law, including the
Endangered Species Acts outside of the HCP/NCCP process, in addition to the proposed
General Plan policies, City standards and environmental review of specific development
projects (including implementation of the performance standards set forth in the General
Plan) will protect these special-status species and their habitats. Additionally, Open Space
Policy 10.3.2e, as listed in Response L-12, has been included to provide support for
subsequent site-specific mitigation and conservation. As stated previously, this strategy is
appropriate due to the highly mobile nature of some species within the Planning Area.

L-15 The statement in the Draft EIR to which the comment refers actually states that proposed
General Plan policies focus primarily on avoidance and minimization of impacts to riparian
and wetland habitats and to maintaining and conserving native vegetation. The Draft EIR
concludes that “implementation of the proposed General Plan policies, applicable City
standards and guidelines, and adherence to State and Federal law, including the Endangered
Species Acts, as well as the requirements mandated during the environmental review of
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individual projects would reduce impacts to biological resources associated with the proposed
General Plan to a less than significant level.” Thus, the General Plan relies on more than just
compliance with State and Federal law pertaining to special-status species.

Please refer to General Response 1 regarding the level of detail required by CEQA in a
program level EIR. See also Response L-14 for a discussion of the Framework Plan included
in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. In addition, a similar approach was upheld by the Court in
Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351. In that case,
the County prepared a hazardous waste management plan representing an initial assessment
of the County’s hazardous waste management needs. The Plan contained criteria for siting
future facilities and designated generally acceptable locations; site-specific analysis, however,
was deferred to subsequent “project EIRs.” The petitioners argued that the County
“piecemealed” its environmental review. The Court disagreed, stating:

“The omission of any description of specific potential future facilities . . . does
not, in our view, render the FEIR deficient . . . . The Plan does not propose a
single project divided into parts; it merely serves as a hazardous waste
management assessment and overview, with any separate future projects . . . to
be accompanied by additional EIRs. Repeated commitments are made in both the
Plan and the FEIR for preparation of future CEQA documents prior to approval,
upon a finding of consistency with the Plan, of any hazardous waste management
facilities.”

(5 Cal.App.4th at 371-371.)

The approach taken by the City of Antioch to define performance standards to be applied in
later specific development projects does not defer mitigation in violation of CEQA.

L-16 It is not the intent of Table 4.3.A to identify every known location for each special-status
plant that might be found within the General Plan study area, but to denote the habitat areas
where they might be found, to assist in defining the areas where surveys for such species
would be required. As stated above, because of the various natural resources and special-
status species within the Antioch Planning Area Open, Space Policy 10.3.2e, as listed in
Response L-12, has been included in the General Plan to provide site and species specific
mitigation and conservation.

In relation to the big tarplant (Holocarpha macradenia), Table 4.3.A identifies “dry annual
grasslands with clay or loam soils” as the location where this rare plant might be found,
noting that it is sometimes found on slopes or burns. The table also notes that the big tarplant
has been found in the Los Medanos and Roddy Ranch areas, as well as near Livermore.
Surveys and preservation or mitigation for the big tarplant would be required for all suitable
habitat areas within the General Plan study area. Table 4.3.A notes that the Contra Costa
goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens) was last reported in Antioch in 1895, and that there are only
a “handful of extant populations in Napa, Solano, and Contra Costa Counties.” The comment
notes that large leaf filaree (Erodium macrophyllum) is extant in the Roddy Ranch area. Table
4.3.A will be revised to include that species.
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L-17 It is not the intent of Table 4.3.B to identify every known location for each special-status
animal that might be found within the General Plan study area, but to denote the habitat areas
where they might be found, to assist in defining the areas where surveys for such species
would be required. As stated above, because of the various natural resources and special-
status species within the Antioch Planning Area Open Space Policy 10.3.2e, as listed in
Response L-12, has been included in the General Plan to provide site and species specific
mitigation and conservation.

Table 4.3.B notes that the red-legged frog (Rana aurora) “inhabits marshes, slow parts of
streams, lakes, reservoirs, ponds, and other permanent water. When not breeding the red-
legged frog may be found in damp woods.” The table further notes that it is potentially found
in “creeks and ponds throughout the plan area,” and that it has been documented from
tributaries to Sand Creek in the southern portion of plan area. By noting that the red-legged
frog is potentially found in creeks and ponds throughout the General Plan study area, the EIR
does not understate the potential for occurrences of the species even though it does not cite
each known occurrence in Table 4.3.B.

Table 4.3.B identifies the breeding habitat of the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma
californiense) as “quiet water of ponds, reservoirs, lakes, temporary rain pools, and streams,
and notes that adults “emerge from their subterranean burrows for only a few weeks a year
during the late winter and early spring after heavy rains. Suitable habitat includes open wood-
land and grassland.” The table further notes that the California tiger salamander is found
primarily in the southern portion of the General Plan study area, and states that “grasslands in
these areas interspersed with vernal pools and stock ponds provide potential aestivation and
breeding habitats.” The table notes that the species has been documented to occur “in Horse
Valley and on south side of Balfour Road. Actual sightings have occurred in the southern
portion of the Planning Area.” The EIR clearly does not underestimate the potential
occurrence of the species, even though it does not cite each known occurrence of the tiger
salamander.

L-18 As stated in Response L-17, it is not the intent of Table 4.3.B to identify every known
location for each special-status animal, but to denote the general areas where they might be
found to assist in defining areas where surveys would be required. Table 4.3.B notes that the
Alameda whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus) typically occurs in “northern coastal
scrub or chaparral communities of the East Bay Hills in Alameda and Contra Costa counties.
These two habitats are more favored by this snake when they occur adjacent to ungrazed
grassland or oak woodland savanna where rodent populations are high. Rodents are not
considered prime prey, but their burrows are favorite retreat areas for this snake. Grasslands
are also considered an important habitat component because of their foraging value, and some
female whipsnakes have been identified laying eggs in grassy fields. Rock outcrops are
considered especially important hunting habitat for this snake. Western fence lizard is the
primary prey species and prime habitats have high populations of this lizard.” The table also
notes that the Alameda whipsnake “inhabits south-facing slopes and ravines where shrubs
form a vegetative mosaic with oak trees and grasses.” Potential habitat for the whipsnake is
identified in Table 4.3.B as the hills in the southwestern portion of the General Plan study
area. As is the case for the species discussed in Response L-17, the EIR does not understate
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the potential occurrence of the Alameda whipsnake even though it does not specifically
identify each known occurrence of the species in the General Plan study area.

L-19 Table 4.3.B identifies the habitat of the loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) as “open
habitats with sparse shrubs and trees, other suitable perches, bare ground, and low or sparse
herbaceous cover.” The table also notes that potential breeding and foraging habitat in
General Plan study area is “typically associated with open grassland areas and oak
woodlands/savannas.” As stated in Response L-17, it is not the intent of Table 4.3.B to
identify every known location for each special-status animal, but to denote the general areas
where they might be found to assist in defining areas where surveys would be required. The
description of potential habitat contained in Table 4.3.B includes the specific location
referred to in Comment L-19.

L-20 Table 4.3.B includes the two species referred to in the comment. As the author of this
comment letter points out in several specific comments, the Antioch General Plan and the
General Plan EIR require compliance with the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts.
Once compliance with the law is required by a General Plan policy, it is not necessary to
specify which Federal agency is tasked with enforcing the provisions of each law with which
a specific development project must comply. As noted in Comment L-20, enforcement of the
Federal Endangered Species Act in relation to anadromous fish is the responsibility of the
National Marine Fisheries Service, whereas responsibility for terrestrial species rests with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In recognition of this comment, the thresholds for
significance of biological resources has been modified to read as follows:

“The effects of a development project on biological resources are considered to be
significant if the proposed project will:

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG, National Marine
Fisheries, or USFWS;

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
CDFG, National Marine Fisheries,  or USFWS;

• Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means;

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites;

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; and/or
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• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan.

Note: CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 identifies conditions warranting “mandatory
findings of significance” that are to be used in preliminary review of projects, conducting
initial studies, and in determining if an EIR is required. The mandatory findings of
significance are not used as thresholds of significance for purposes of the proposed
General Plan analysis as: 1) it has already been determined that an EIR is required and 2)
a more comprehensive analysis is provided herein than would be done for a preliminary
review or an initial study.”

This revision does not modify any of the discussion elsewhere in the Draft EIR, since later
references are to compliance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, and are not
dependent upon specifying the Federal agency that is tasked with its enforcement.

L-21 The Draft EIR notes that in addition to direct impacts, implementation of the General Plan
could result in “fragmentation of sensitive habitats resulting in isolation of habitat patches
creating a “checkerboard” pattern of small habitat patches of limited biological value.” The
Draft EIR also notes that the General Plan could result in “fragmentation of habitat that
constricts, inhibits, or eliminates wildlife movement.” To clarify the Draft EIR discussion, the
following text is added to the Final EIR.

“Edge effects occur along the border between developed and undeveloped areas.
These effects can extend a considerable distance (hundreds of feet) from the
development footprint (areas actually modified for urban development). Edge
effects occur from exotic plants and animals, including dogs and cats (which may
disturb, kill, or injure wildlife and damage plants), pests (such as rats and house
mice), and invasive plants. Edge effects also include light and noise, and fuel
management, which involves brush clearance (which disturbs or eliminates wildlife
and opens the area to invasion by exotic species), and typically extends up to 200
feet or more from development, depending on nearby topography and vegetation
(more extensive fuel modification is typically needed where there are steep slopes
below structures or where fuels loads are higher, such as north-facing slopes).

Type conversion can result when fire occurs at a frequency greater than the full
regeneration period required by a community or its elements. For example, a
chaparral shrub that requires 20 years to produce enough seed to fully re-establish
itself would be eventually eliminated by fires occurring more frequently than 20
years. After repeated short fire cycles, chaparral and coastal scrub tend to convert
to weedy annual grasslands, which are themselves tolerant of and vulnerable to
frequent fires. Fire suppression tends to result in larger, more catastrophic fires in
decadent stands, and results in impacts relating to fuel breaks (with the associated
brush clearance edge effect). Additionally, certain exotic species, such as some
non-native grasses, can spread beyond physically disturbed areas and impact native
species.”
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See Response L-22, below, for a discussion of mitigation of edge effects.

L-22 Based on comments received directly from the East Bay Regional Parks District, the General
Plan was revised during Planning Commission public hearings to include policies for the
urban/rural edge and the provision of adequate buffer areas to address edge effects. These
policies are found in Section 10.5 of the General Plan (Resource Management Element).

L-23 “Heritage trees” are mature trees over 50 years of age that are associated with historic events
or sites within the City.

L-24 The City of Antioch concurs that the preservation of open space needs to be accompanied by
adequate funding for its management. In many cases, dedications for open space are made to
public agencies that already have funding sources for the management of open space. In other
cases, funding sources for the management of open space need to be secured. To this end,
Policy 10.3.2 of the General Plan states:

d. “Where significant natural features are present (e.g., ridgelines, natural creeks,
rock outcrops, and other significant or unusual landscape features), require new
development to incorporate natural open space areas into project design. Require
dedication to a public agency or dedication of a conservation easement,
preparation of maintenance plans, and provision of appropriate management and
maintenance in perpetuity of such open space areas.”

Significant habitat areas are intended to be included in the provisions of this policy. To
clarify its intent, policy 10.3.2d is here revised to read:

d. “Where significant natural features are present (e.g., ridgelines, natural creeks
and other significant habitat areas, rock outcrops, and other significant or unusual
landscape features), require new development to incorporate natural open space
areas into project design. Require dedication to a public agency or dedication of a
conservation easement, preparation of maintenance plans, and provision of
appropriate management and maintenance in perpetuity of such open space
areas.”

The requirement for the provision of “management and maintenance in perpetuity” is the
financial mechanism requested in Comment L-24.

L-25 Comment L-25 requests that the EIR analyze the potential for illegal activities in subsequent
developments. The EIR for the General Plan analyzes the impacts of the proposed General
Plan, which, as stated in a number of instances in the EBRPD comment letter relies on
compliance with the provisions of the Federal and State Endangered Species Acts. The Draft
EIR properly assumes that development pursuant to the proposed General Plan will comply
with these laws. The Final Program EIR is obligated to include a mitigation monitoring
program that ensures implementation of EIR mitigation measures, including compliance with
the law and the provisions of the proposed General Plan. The City of Antioch currently has a
policy that necessary local, State, and Federal approvals be obtained prior to the issuance of a
grading permit.
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L-26 The proposed General Plan includes the following policies in Section 10.4.2 of the General
Plan to protect and conserve the habitat of special-status species, which are defined as species
that are listed or designated for listing, as threatened or endangered.

a. Comply with the Federal policy of no net loss of wetlands through avoidance and
clustered development. Where preservation in place is found not to be feasible (such as
where a road crossing cannot be avoided, or where shore stabilization or creation of
shoreline trails must encroach into riparian habitats), require 1) on-site replacement of
wetland areas, 2) off-site replacement, or 3) restoration of degraded wetland areas at a
minimum ratio of one acre of replacement/restoration for each acre of impacted on-site
habitat, such that the value of impacted habitat is replaced.

b. Preserve in place and restore existing wetlands and riparian resources along the San
Joaquin River and other natural streams in the Planning Area, except where a need for
structural flood protection is unavoidable.

c. Require appropriate setbacks adjacent to natural streams to provide adequate buffer areas
ensuring the protection of biological resources, including sensitive natural habitat,
special-status species habitats and water quality protection.

d. Through the project approval and design review processes, require new development
projects to protect sensitive habitat areas, including, but not limited to, oak woodlands,
riparian woodland, vernal pools, and native grasslands. Ensure the preservation in place
of habitat areas found to be occupied by state and federally protected species. Where
preserved habitat areas occupy areas that would otherwise be graded as part of a
development project, facilitate the transfer of allowable density to other, non-sensitive
portions of the site.

e. Limit uses within preserve and wilderness areas to resource-dependent activities and
other uses compatible with the protection of natural habitats (e.g., passive recreation and
public trails).

h. Within areas adjacent to preserve habitats, require the incorporation of native vegetation
and avoid the introduction of invasive species in the landscape plans for new
development.

In addition, General Plan open space policies (Section 10.3.2) include the following:

d. “Where significant natural features are present (e.g., ridgelines, natural creeks
and other significant habitat areas, rock outcrops, and other significant or unusual
landscape features), require new development to incorporate natural open space
areas into project design. Require dedication to a public agency or dedication of a
conservation easement, preparation of maintenance plans, and provision of
appropriate management and maintenance in perpetuity of such open space
areas.”

e. “Require proposed development projects containing significant natural resources
(e.g. sensitive or unusual habitats, special-status species, habitat linkages, steep
slopes, cultural resources, wildland fire hazards, etc.) to prepare Resource
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Management Plans to provide for their protection or preservation consistent with
the provisions of the Antioch General Plan, other local requirements, and the
provisions of State and Federal law. The purpose of the Resource Management
Plan is to look beyond the legal status of species at the time the plan is prepared,
and provide a long-term plan for conservation and management of the natural
communities found on-site. Resource Management Plans shall accomplish the
following:

• Determine the significance of the resources that are found on-site and their
relationship to resources in the surrounding area, including protected open space
areas, habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors;

• Define areas that are to be maintained in long-term open space based on the
significance of on-site resources and their relationship to resources in the
surrounding area, and

• Establish mechanisms to ensure the long term protection and management of
lands retained in open space.”

f. Encourage public access to creek corridors through the establishment of trails
adjacent to riparian resources, while maintaining adequate buffers between creeks
and trails to protect sensitive habitats, special-status species and water quality.

Additionally, as stated on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR “Implementation of the proposed
General Plan policies, applicable City standards and guidelines, and adherence to State and
Federal law, including the Endangered Species Acts, as well as the requirements mandated
during the environmental review of individual projects would reduce impacts to biological
resources associated with the proposed General Plan to a less than significant level.”

L-27 This comment does not identify any “additional projects” that were not discussed in the Draft
EIR. To the City’s knowledge, Draft EIR takes into account all existing and proposed
development in and near the southern portion of the Antioch General Plan study area. For
example, the City has projected in its biological analysis that future development within the
City of Brentwood to the southeast of Antioch may block or constrain existing wildlife
corridors (which projection has been disputed by EBRPD).

L-28 The analysis of biological habitats in the southern portion of the General Plan study area
leading to formulation of the Framework Plan set forth in Appendix D of the EIR and the
“Option B” policies in the General Plan, which EBRPD has supported included review of
information regarding habitat corridors generated by the East County HCP/NCCP program.

L-29 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but states that a number of species would be adversely affected by disruptions
to these grassland movement corridors. The City has recognized this potential, and
incorporated policies into the General Plan to protect the movement corridor discussion in the
comment.

L-30 The City of Antioch concurs that it does not have the authority to impose land use policies
over areas outside its jurisdiction. The proposed General Plan represents the City’s good faith
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effort to provide for the protection of important habitat areas and connections that are under
the City’s jurisdiction and control. If each jurisdiction with land use authority would properly
evaluate area habitat and provide environmental management policies such as those set forth
in the proposed Antioch General Plan, habitat linkages and movement corridors would be
protected. The HCP/NCCP process may also resolve the issue of connecting habitats and
corridors preserved by the City of Antioch with habitats and corridors in adjacent
communities. The City does not need to participate in the HCP/NCCP in order to do its part
in the protection of biological resources within the region, and, as discussed in Responses
L-12 and L-14, the HCP/NCCP would not be a viable substitute for the policies set forth in
the General Plan.

L-31 The study referred to in the comment is included in the Draft EIR only to illustrate the point
that different species use movement corridors in different ways, and that constant movement
is not needed to establish the importance of a movement corridor.

L-32 See Response A-9 for a discussion of wildlife movement corridors and constraints affecting
such corridors.

L-33 The City Council has, as a matter of policy, agreed to abandon Empire Mine Road from its
current terminus at the southern edge of existing development, at approximately Mesa Ridge
Drive, southerly into the Zeka/Higgins property. Legal access into the Zeka/Higgins must be
maintained. This proposed abandonment will be reflected on the General Plan Circulation
map. Development of new roadways will be required to meet the same General Plan policies
and performance standards as new residential, commercial, industrial, and other types of land
development.

L-34 The text referred to in this comment states that the southwestern portion of the Sand Creek
Focus Area provides suitable habitat for the Alameda whipsnake. See Response L-18.

L-35 The text of the Draft EIR provides an adequate summary of the more detailed information
presented in the Framework Resource Management Plan contained in Appendix D, and it is
not necessary to bring from the Appendix into the main body of the document all of the text
describing habitats forward. “Statically distributed” refers to species whose distribution tends
to show little change over time, and compared to more mobile species whose presence within
a particular habitat area will change significantly over time.

L-36 The “RMP” referred to in the comment is actually the Framework Plan, not the final RMP
itself, as described in Responses A-3, A-7, A-9, and L-14. The General Plan provides
performance standards based on avoidance of impacts and replacement of habitat. Specific
ratios for replacement will be set as part of the final RMP based on site-specific conditions,
so as to ensure that equivalent habitat is preserved or replaced. Depending upon the quality of
habitat that ultimately be impacted, the “rule of thumb” replacement ratio cited in the
comment may need to be adjusted to ensure that mitigation is truly proportional to impacts.

L-37 The City concurs that surveys are not mitigation themselves, and are the necessary precursor
to the imposition of mitigation requirements. As noted in Responses to Comment Letters A,
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B, and L, the General Plan sets forth environmental performance standards for subsequent
application to individual development projects.

L-38 See Response A-8. The General Plan does not mandate a specific corridor configuration or
width, but does set forth clear policies mandating the preservation of functional wildlife
corridors.

L-39 Discussion of aesthetic impacts in an environmental document is typically difficult due to the
subjective nature of design and aesthetics. For a specific development project with clearly
defined views toward or from specific identifiable locations or features, visual simulations
can be prepared showing what the project would look like in its post-development condition.
Such analysis is impossible for a General Plan, since it would need to provide simulations for
each of hundreds of potential development projects, none of which have actually been
designed. As a result, only a programmatic analysis can be prepared for a General Plan. This
is what was accomplished in the Draft EIR, which states that future developments “that are
built on or near the ridgelines may obstruct some historic and panoramic views of Mt. Diablo
and the ridgelines. Also, developments constructed throughout the City may have the
potential to alter landforms, scenic vantage points, and overall character, which could be an
adverse impact on scenic views of the City. Some scenic vantage points within the City are
not located in areas designated for open space, but rather for residential uses. Future
development involving residential land uses around these areas could potentially obstruct
views.” The General Plan Community Image and Design Element provides detailed
performance standards for the preservation of significant views. See General Response 1 for a
discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.

Additionally, Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines states in part that the “degree of
specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the
underlying activity which is described in the EIR…. An EIR on a construction project will
necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the
adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the
construction can be predicted with a greater degree of accuracy.”

L-40 A General Plan-level, first tier program EIR may properly focus on the broad policy
implications of implementing the plan as a whole. It is neither feasible nor necessary for an
EIR of this sort to specify with precision specific project-level impacts. What is necessary,
however, is to devise policies and mitigation measures setting performance standards, such
that the impacts of the General Plan will be avoided or lessened, to the extent it is feasible to
do so. The EIR addresses the impacts of the General Plan as a whole, rather than project-
specific impacts of any particular development proposal. The comment states that comments
have been sent to the City in the context of the 2002 Draft Sand Creek Specific Plan and EIR.
The Specific Plan and the accompanying EIR process is the correct venue to discuss the
analysis of these types of project-related impacts. It should also be noted that the Draft Sand
Creek Specific Plan EIR was never certified, but has been revised and recirculated for public
comment.

L-41 Please refer to Response L-40. The visual simulations referred to in the comment were
presented to the Planning Commission as part of its review of the General Plan. Based in
large part on the comments of EBRPD, the Planning Commission recommended the more
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environmentally protective policies in “Option B” for the Sand Creek Focus Area. The City
Council will review Options A and B, the Planning Commission’s recommendations, the
Draft EIR, and comments and responses to comments on the Draft EIR before taking action
on the General Plan, including the Sand Creek Focus Area. Overall, however, this comment
addresses the Sand Creek Specific Plan, and not the proposed project here, which is the
General Plan update.

L-42 Please refer to Response L-40. Based on the presentation made by the EBRPD, the Planning
Commission recommended inclusion of Option B policies in the General Plan, based on its
conclusion that the open space required in these policies, along with the buffering and
transition policies recommended by EBRPD and included in the General Plan, will reduce
visual impacts in the vicinity of EBRPD facilities to a less than significant level.

L-43 The comment is incorrect in its assertion regarding mitigation for aesthetic impacts. The
Draft EIR contains general design policies aimed at protecting views, and well as specific
policies related to hillside development. Additional mitigation measures are identified for
light and glare impacts. Please refer to Comment L-44, where the author of Comment
Letter L cites specific policies that would mitigate visual impacts. In addition, the
Community Image and Design Element of the General Plan provides specific performance
standards for preservation of views within the community.

L-44 The conclusion presented in this comment is based on a misunderstanding of the General
Plan. Although, for purposes of analysis, the EIR treats lands designated for development as
being completely converted to urban use (i.e., no preservation of natural open space), that
analysis is applied prior to the imposition of the mitigation measures, including those
identified in Comment L-44. However, the lands in question in “Option A” for the Sand
Creek Focus area are designated as follows:

• Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space;

• Golf Course/Senior Housing/Open Space;

• Estate and Executive Residential/Open Space;

• Commercial/Open Space;

• Hillside, Estate, and Executive Residential/Open Space; and

• Open Space/Senior Housing.

The reason that all but the most northeasterly portions of the Sand Creek Focus Area are
designated “/Open Space” is to recognize that implementation of General Plan policies will
result in the delineation of lands for permanent preservation in open space, and that the
delineation of those lands needs to occur as part of site-specific planning process being
undertaken for the Sand Creek Focus Area. Although the Option A map does not delineate
boundaries between development areas and lands to be preserved in open space, the policies
of the proposed General Plan provide clear performance standards for such delineation to
occur as part of the development and environmental review process for the Sand Creek
Specific Plan. Such delineation is to be based on site-specific biological and other studies
beyond those which can reasonably be accomplished in a Citywide General Plan.
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General Plan Land Use Element policy 4.4.6.7l for both Options A and B states1:

l. “It is recognized that although the ultimate development yield for the Focus Area may be
no higher than the 4,000 dwelling unit maximum, the actual development yield is not
guaranteed by the General Plan, and could be substantially lower. The actual residential
development yield of the Sand Creek Focus Area will depend on the nature and severity
of biological, geologic, and other environmental constraints present within the Focus
Area, including, but not limited to constraints posed by slopes and abandoned mines
present within portions of the Focus Area; on appropriate design responses to such
constraints, and on General Plan policies. Such policies include, and but are not limited
to, identification of appropriate residential development types, public services and
facilities performance standards, environmental policies aimed at protection of natural
topography and environmental resources, policies intended to protect public health and
safety, and implementation of… (a) Resource Management Plan…”

Thus, the General Plan anticipates the delineation of areas to be kept in open space based on
the environmental performance standards contained in General Plan policies, including those
cited in Comment L-44 as part of the city’s development and environmental review process.
As discussed in General Response 1, this approach is consistent with the provisions of
CEQA.

L-45 Please refer to Response L-44. The “Option B” map would also be subject to the policies of
the General Plan, which provide environmental performance standards to be applied to
individual development projects during the City’s development and environmental review
process. Because of the citywide nature of the General Plan, it is impossible to provide
detailed land use planning for all properties within the General Plan study area, and necessary
to provide for a general delineation of required open space, with additional requirements
imposed when specific land use plans are submitted to and reviewed by the City.

L-46 The comment represents the opinion of the author of Comment Letter L. For the reasons set
forth in Responses L-44 and L-45, the City believes that options presented to the Planning
Commission (including “Option A” and “Option B” for the Sand Creek Focus Area) are
consistent with General Plan hillside policies and other provisions of the General Plan.

L-47 The discussion of light and glare impacts contained in the Draft EIR is not limited to impacts
on residential areas. While the fourth mitigation measure contained in the Draft EIR refers to
impacts that commercial and industrial uses might have on adjacent residential development,
the first three mitigation measures are applicable to the urban/wildland edge. These
mitigation measures, which the Planning Commission included in its recommendation on the
General Plan read as follows:

4.1.2A. The City shall modify the proposed General Plan to incorporate a policy
with the following provision: The City of Antioch shall require that sources of

                                                
1 Policy 4.4.6.7l for the Sand Creek Focus Area differs between Option A and B in that the policy refers to 5,000 units

under Option A, and to 4,000 units under Option B.
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lighting within the General Plan area be limited to the minimum standard required
to ensure safe circulation and visibility.

4.1.2B. The City shall modify the proposed General Plan to incorporate a policy
with the following provision: Within rural areas the City of Antioch shall require
street lighting to be limited to intersections and other locations that are needed to
maintain safe access (e.g., sharp curves).

4.1.2C. The City shall modify the proposed General Plan to incorporate a policy
with the following provision: The City of Antioch shall require exterior lighting for
buildings to be of a low profile and intensity.

In addition, based on the recommendations of the EBRPD made to the Planning Commission,
detailed performance standards to address buffers and transitions between urban and open
space areas, and thereby protect open space lands from the impacts of urban development
(including light and glare) have been incorporated into the proposed General Plan (Section
10.5).

L-48 Please refer to Response L-44 for a discussion of the impacts of “Option A” and to General
Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR. In the
absence of detailed development plans, site-specific analysis of the impacts that development
within specific portions of the Sand Creek Specific Plan might have on specific portions of
the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve is not possible, the conclusions set forth in
Comment L-48 are speculative and ignore the policies set forth in the proposed Antioch
General Plan. As described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR for the General Plan, it is a
“Program EIR,” which evaluates the broad-scale impacts of the proposed General Plan. This
project consists of a General Plan for the entire City, not any particular development
proposal. Similarly, the Draft EIR is a Program EIR addressing the impacts of the General
Plan as a whole, rather than a project-specific EIR. The General Plan does not address
specific development proposals. Rather, the General Plan establishes an overall policy
framework the City will use as a means of evaluating such proposals.

L-49 As stated in Response 47, the discussion of light and glare impacts contained in the Draft EIR
is not limited to impacts on residential areas. While the fourth mitigation measure contained
in the Draft EIR (the only one referred to in Comments L-47 and L-49) refers to impacts that
commercial and industrial uses might have on adjacent residential development, the first three
mitigation measures are applicable to the urban/wildland edge. In addition, based on the
recommendations of the EBRPD made to the Planning Commission, detailed performance
standards to address buffers and transitions between urban and open space areas, and thereby
protect open space lands from the impacts of urban development (including light and glare)
have been incorporated into the proposed General Plan (Section 10.5).

L-50 Based on the presentation made by the EBRPD to the Planning Commission, the General
Plan was revised to include buffering and transition policies recommended by EBRPD. The
performance standards set forth in the policy recommended by EBRPD included provisions
to ensure that visual impacts in the vicinity of EBRPD facilities will be reduced to a less than
significant level. See Response A-11 for a description of these policies.
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L-51 The comment is incorrect. The studies presented in the 2002 Sand Creek Specific Plan EIR
described potential hazards associated with the mines, and were the best and most up-to-date
information available at the time the General Plan EIR was prepared. Additional analysis
included in the September 2003 Draft EIR for the Sand Creek Specific Plan does not alter any
of the analysis contained in the Draft General Plan EIR. Whether the Sand Creek EIR was
certified is irrelevant to the use of that information. That analysis was incorporated into the
proposed General Plan and Draft EIR to create performance standards, which will be utilized
in the development of this area. See General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic
nature of the General Plan EIR and the preparation of performance standards for application
in subsequent development projects.

L-52 The General Plan states that access tunnels and mine openings constructed as part of the
former mining operations within the Sand Creek Focus Area were generally well
documented, and have been relocated and sealed over the years. However, the EIR also notes
that ventilation shafts are more numerous, their locations are poorly documented, and often
closed in a manner that could become unsafe over time. The Draft EIR clearly states that
these mines “present a possible risk of collapse and surface subsidence that could
compromise the integrity of buildings developed overlying the mine tunnels.” The General
Plan requires that site-specific analysis be undertaken, and appropriate mitigation be
implemented to prevent structural collapse or subsidence that would endanger buildings
designed for human occupancy, and states that should it be necessary, closed mines are to be
placed within areas designated for permanent open space. Thus, the General Plan provides
clear performance standards for mitigation as permitted in a Program EIR under CEQA (see
General Response 1). To ensure that the City’s policy regarding mitigation of hazards
associated with closed mines is clear, policies related to historic mineral extraction in Section
11.3.2 of the General Plan have been modified as follows.

m. “As appropriate and necessary to protect public health and safety, abandoned
mines shall be placed in natural open space areas, with appropriate buffer areas
to prevent unauthorized entry.

n. Within areas of known historic mining activities, site-specific investigations
shall be undertaken prior to approval of development to determine the location
of any remaining mine openings, the potential for subsidence of collapse, and
necessary measures to protect public health and safety, and prevent the collapse
or structural damage to structures intended for human occupancy due to mine-
related ground failure or subsidence. Such measures shall be incorporated into
project approvals.

o. All identified mine openings shall be effectively sealed.

p. Construction of structures for human occupancy shall be prohibited within
areas found to have a high probability of surface collapse or subsidence, unless
foundations are designed that would not be affected by such surface collapse or
subsidence, as determined by site-specific investigations and engineered
structural design.
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q. The locations of all oil or gas wells on proposed development sites shall be
identified in development plans. Project sponsors of development containing
existing or former oil or gas wells shall submit documentation demonstrating
that all abandoned wells have been properly abandoned pursuant to the
requirements of the California Department of Conservation Oil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources.”

Most of the discussion in Comment L-53 refers to site-specific comments for the Sand Creek
Specific Plan. As stated above, the studies and nature of the hazards have been incorporated
into the proposed General Plan to create performance standards. These hazards are an issue
for one individual project, and, in addition to meeting the performance standards and policies
required by the General Plan, this development will be required to meet the requirements of
CEQA. As noted in General Response 1, the specificity required by CEQA for second tier
environmental documents may be more detailed than for a program level EIR on a General
Plan.

L-53 The adequacy of mitigation measures in an EIR for a specific development project that has
not been certified is irrelevant to the General Plan EIR. Responses to the comment’s assertion
regarding the adequacy of General Plan mitigation measures is provided in response to the
specific comments that follow.

L-54 The comment is incorrect in that it assumes that development will cover the entire Sand
Creek Specific Plan area. As discussed in Response L-44, all but the most northeasterly
portions of the Sand Creek Focus Area are designated “/Open Space.” Implementation of
General Plan policies will result in the delineation of lands for permanent preservation in
open space. The delineation of those lands will occur as part of site-specific planning process
being undertaken for the Sand Creek Focus Area. As shown in Figure 4.8 of the proposed
General Plan, the area in which the mine hazards are present is designated Hillside and Estate
Residential/Open Space. The performance standards and policies in the proposed General
Plan will be applied to the Sand Creek Specific Plan a part of its development and
environmental review, and the Specific Plan will provide a site-specific delineation of where
development may occur consistent with the policies of the General Plan. In areas found to
have significant mine hazards, the open space designation will be applied. Thus, the General
Plan anticipates the delineation of areas to be kept in open space based on the environmental
performance standards contained in General Plan policies, including those cited in Comment
L-44 as part of the City’s development and environmental review process. As discussed in
General Response 1, this approach fully complies with the provisions of CEQA.

L-55 See Responses L-44 and L-54 for a discussion of the relationship between General Plan
policies and the land use map presented in Figure 4.8 of the proposed General Plan. As
discussed in those responses, the General Plan sets performance standards to be applied as
part of the development and environmental review of specific development projects, such as
the Sand Creek Specific Plan. The General Plan is not the correct venue to provide site-
specific land use planning for privately owned lands such as those within the Sand Creek
Focus Area. The purpose of the General Plan is to set City policy regarding future land use
and environmental management, and to provide performance standards that individual
development proposals will be required to meet. Thus, the General Plan establishes an overall
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policy framework the City will use as a means of evaluating such proposals. Also, as stated in
Response L-54, the area in which mine hazards are present is designated Hillside and Estate
Residential/Open Space, and in areas found to have significant and unavoidable mine hazards
the open space designation will be applied. General Plan policy would prohibit the
development of structures for human occupancy in locations subject to a “high probability of
surface collapse.”

The General Plan sets forth the commonly accepted performance standard that subsidence of
the ground level does not prohibit development if the structures for human occupancy can be
designed so as to avoid collapse and significant structural damage. The General Plan is also
based on the commonly accepted performance standard that subsidence of the ground level
would prohibit development, even though structures could be protected if such development
would endanger the health and safety of occupants and visitors to the site. To ensure that this
performance standard is clear, Policy 11.3.2 of the General Plan has been modified to read as
follows:

a. Limit development in those areas, which, due to adverse geological conditions,
will be hazardous to the overall community and those who will inhabit the area.

b. Require evaluations of potential slope stability for developments proposed within
hillside areas, and incorporate the recommendations of these studies into project
development requirements.

c. Require specialized soils reports in areas suspected of having problems with
potential bearing strength, expansion, settlement, or subsidence, including
implementation of the recommendations of these reports into the project
development, such that structures designed for human occupancy are not in
danger of collapse or significant structural damage with corresponding hazards to
human occupants. Where structural damage can be mitigated through structural
design, ensure that potential soils hazards do not pose risks of human injury or
loss of life in outdoor areas of a development site.

d. Where development is proposed within an identified or potential liquefaction
hazard area (as determined by the City), adequate and appropriate measures such
as (but not limited to) designing foundations in a manner that limits the effects of
liquefaction, the placement of an engineered fill with low liquefaction potential,
and the alternative siting of structures in areas with a lower liquefaction risk,
shall be implemented to reduce potential liquefaction hazards. Any such
measures shall be submitted to the City of Antioch Building Division for review
prior to the approval of the building permits.

L-56 Please refer to Response L-55. The General Plan process establishes performance standards
and a framework, which the City will utilize to evaluate the proposed development of the
Sand Creek Focus Area. The City has just released a new Specific Plan Draft EIR for the
Sand Creek Specific Plan (September 2003). The Specific Plan EIR process is the correct
venue to discuss and implement specific mitigation measures for on-site mines.
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L-57 Please refer to Response L-56. Section 10.7.2 of the General Plan sets forth policies to protect
water quality. As noted in response A-2, these policies have been modified to address
contamination from runoff.

L-58 As discussed in Response L-24, Policy 10.3.2 of the General Plan requires that the
preservation of open space needs to be accompanied by adequate funding for its management.
It is not necessary to establish a geological hazards abatement district in the General Plan. If,
based on subsequent site-specific analysis, it becomes necessary to place lands with geologic
hazards in permanent open space pursuant to General Plan policy, a management entity and
funding source for the open space would be identified. This management entity would
perform the functions of a geological hazards abatement district. Such an entity is one of
several possible approaches to management of lands set aside for the protection of public
health and safety. The General Plan properly requires that active management of such land
occur, but need not specify the form of management.

L-59 This comment makes a general statement that is detailed in subsequent specific comments.
The City does not concur with this comment since the Draft EIR does analyze existing land
use patterns, compatibility of proposed land uses within the proposed General Plan, and
consistency with regional planning efforts.

L-60 See Responses F-1 and F-2 for a discussion of the relationship between the Antioch General
Plan and the County’s 65/35 Land Preservation Plan. As stated in those comments, the Contra
Costa County 65/35 Land Preservation Plan limits urban development within the County, not
within individual cities. It is recognized, however, that the County LAFCO will consider the
ULL in any deliberations regarding spheres of influence and annexations. The Draft EIR
explains that, in the original voter approval of Measure C in 1990, the voters approved an
Urban Limit Line that would allow development of portions of the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio properties. Only later did the County Board of Supervisors move the ULL to
prohibit development of the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties. Thus, development of
those portions of the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties that were included within the
original ULL, as proposed by the General Plan, would not be inconsistent with Measure C as
approved by the voters, and no significant land use impact would result.

The Draft EIR further explains that, under the provisions of Measure C-1990, the County is
required to review the location of the ULL every five years. Given that the balance of
residential land within Antioch would be built out by about 2020, it is reasonable and prudent
to recognize the possibility that urban development might occur within portions of the Roddy
Ranch and Ginochio property outside of the ULL approved by the voters in 1990 sometime
between 2020 and 2030. There is already a road network and a golf course outside of the
ULL. To address the possibility of development in the future, the proposed Antioch General
Plan extends the sunset date of the Urban Limit Line as it was approved by the voters by ten
years from 2010 to 2020, and includes policies to guide development of this area when and if
it occurs. As stated in Responses F-1 and F-2, urban development of these areas will require
development of a Final Development Plan and mitigation of impacts resulting from
development will be provided in compliance with all CEQA requirements, General Plan
policies, and the provisions of State and Federal law. Development within the Roddy Ranch
and Ginochio Property Focus Areas will also require modification of the ULL (if
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development outside of the area originally approved by the voters is proposed), extension of
Antioch’s sphere of influence, and annexation to the City.

L-61 Please refer to Responses F-1, F-2, and L-60.

L-62 Please refer to Responses F-1, F-2, and L-60. In a responsible planning effort, the proposed
Antioch General Plan addresses the possibilities of the City’s growth over the next 26 years,
and plans for the possibility that areas that voters approved for development under Measure C
in 1990 could be developed between 2020 and 2030. As noted in Responses F-1 and F-2,
current City policy is that development within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties
would not occur until some time after the year 2020, at least ten years beyond the current
expiration date of Measure C (2010). Additionally, Chapter 3.0 of the proposed General Plan
discusses both the County’s and the City’s growth management policies and details the City’s
strict regulations on yearly development within the City, which include provisions regarding
when and where development can occur.

L-63 The comment represents a conclusion on the part of the Commentor with which the City does
not concur. Please refer to Responses F-1, F-2, L-60, and L-62 for the reasons the City
believes the contrary conclusion in the Draft EIR is supported by evidence on the record.

L-64 The comment is based on its author’s assumptions, and specifically discusses what the
comment’s author presumes the outcome of the Sand Creek Specific Plan’s development and
environmental review process will be. As stated previously, the General Plan establishes an
overall policy framework the City will use as a means of evaluating such proposals. The
assumptions that the comment makes are derived from the maximum number of dwelling
units and the minimum amount of open space that the General Plan allow. The Specific Plan
process will delineate the ultimate boundaries of development and open space based upon the
requirements of General Plan policies and environmental performance standards. As
previously stated, Policy 4.4.6.7l specifically states that, although the General Plan identifies
a maximum allowable number of dwelling units within the Sand Creek Focus Area, the
“actual development yield is not guaranteed by the General Plan, and could be substantially
lower.” This General Plan policy notes that the actual development yield is dependent upon
mitigation of environmental constraints and on General Plan policies such as, but not limited
to, identification of appropriate residential development types, public services and facilities
performance standards, environmental policies aimed at protection of natural topography and
environmental resources, policies intended to protect public health and safety, and
implementation of an RMP. Thus, although a minimum of 25 percent of the Sand Creek
Focus Area is required to be preserved in open space, exclusive of lands developed for golf
course use, actual preservation of open space is anticipated to be substantially greater.

L-65 Pursuant to the California Resources Code Section 21104(c), an agency shall only make
substantive comments that are within an area of expertise of the agency. Discussion of
population, housing, and employment projections are not within the EBRPD’s area of
expertise. Consequently, EBRPD Comments L-64 through L-67 violate this statutory
provision, and arguably, the City is not obligated to respond. Nevertheless, the City provides
the following responses to these improper comments.
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Comment L-65 is incorrect. As stated on page 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR:

“As shown in Table 4.10.D, build out of the proposed General Plan in 2030 would
result in a larger population and  household, and a much larger employment base
than ABAG has projected. However, Table 4.10.E indicates that the population
projections have been exceeded in 2001, and the housing projections have almost
been met in 2001 and been exceeded in 2003. This data indicates that the region is
(currently) growing at a faster rate than ABAG projected. Therefore, projections
for 2025 will be exceeded whether or not the proposed General Plan is
implemented.”

It is also important to note that ABAG projections are for the year 2025, while the City of
Antioch does not anticipate build out of its General Plan until sometime thereafter,
approximately 2030. Thus, the Antioch General Plan provides for growth beyond ABAG’s
current projection horizon.

L-66 This comment ignores Policy 3.6.2a and Sections 3.6.2 and 3.6.3 of the proposed General
Plan, which provide specific rate of growth and development allocation policies. To define
the number of allowable dwelling units per year, Policy 3.6.2a requires that the City:

a. Limit the issuance of single-family development allocations to a maximum
annual average of 600, recognizing that the actual rate of growth will vary from
year to year. Thus, unused development allocations may be reallocated in
subsequent years, and development allocations may be moved forward from
future years, provided that the annual average of 600 development allocations
may not be exceeded during any given five-year period (i.e., no more than 3,000
development allocations may be issued for any given five-year period).

Policy 3.6.2c defines how residential development allocations are to be counted, while Policy
3.6.2d requires that the City place specific limits by ordinance on various types of residential
development. These policies read as follows:

c. To facilitate the development of housing required to meet the needs of all
economic segments of the community and special needs groups identified in the
Housing Element, age-restricted housing and multiple-family dwellings shall be
counted as less than one single family dwelling unit for the purposes of
residential development allocations. The relationship between an allocation for a
single-family dwelling and an allocation for age-restricted housing and multiple-
family dwellings shall be based on such factors as differences in traffic
generation, school impacts, and demand for new recreation facilities.

d. In order to avoid a predominance of any one housing type, limits shall be placed
on the number of annual allocations that may be granted to age-restricted senior
housing, single family detached housing, and multifamily housing.

Policy 3.6.2f  addresses the relationship between the City’s growth management program and
State Housing Element law by ensuring that the City’s growth management program will not
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constrain the production of housing for all economic segments of the community, as required
by State Housing element law. That Policy reads as follows.

f. To facilitate the development of housing required to meet the needs of all
economic segments of the community and special needs groups identified in the
Housing Element, exempt the following types of developments from limitations
on the annual issuance of development allocations, whether for single-family or
multi-family residential development. Dwelling units approved pursuant to the
following exemptions shall not be counted against the established maximum
annual development allocation.

(1) Income-restricted housing needed to meet the quantified objectives for very
low and low income housing set forth in the Housing Element, along with
“density bonus” dwelling units approved pursuant to the provisions of the
Housing Element and the City’s Density Bonus ordinance.

(2) Dwelling units designed for one or more Special Needs Groups, as defined in
the Housing Element (i.e., handicapped, income-restricted senior housing),
pursuant to programs set forth in the Housing Element as needed to meet the
Housing Element’s quantified objectives for housing of special needs groups.

(3) Dwelling units within development projects having vested rights through a
valid (unexpired1) development agreement or vesting map.

(4) Construction of a single dwelling unit by or for the owner of the lot of record
on which the dwelling unit is to be constructed.

(5) Construction of a second dwelling unit on a lot of record.

(6) Development of a project of four or fewer dwelling units.

(7) Development projects within the Rivertown Focused Planning Area.

L-67 To achieve a balance between local employment and housing opportunities, the policies
contained within the proposed General Plan do not need to link the rate of residential and
employment-generating development as suggested in the comment. The initial concept of the
City’s Measure U was to emphasize such a linkage; however, reliance on such a linkage as an
economic development strategy would not address the causes of the current imbalance
between jobs and housing, nor would it provide any incentive for new employment-
generating land uses. The most likely outcome of such a linkage would be to slow down the
rate of residential development, without increasing the rate of employment-generating
development, thereby exacerbating the existing imbalance.

Rather than create an artificial and ineffective linkage between residential and employment
growth rates, the General Plan sets forth a growth management strategy that controls the

                                                
1 The majority of existing development agreements expired on December 31, 2002.
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annual rate of residential growth within Antioch. The City’s growth management strategy
also includes enforcement of public services and facilities performance for new development
within the City. This strategy is detailed in the General Plan Growth Management Element.

The second part of the strategy to achieve a balance between local employment and housing
opportunities is contained in the General Plan Economic Development Element, which sets
forth a program to facilitate the development of new employment-generating development
within Antioch, including a description of the incentives that the City will offer for such
development. Part of the strategy for increasing employment-generating development within
Antioch is to provide lands for the development of housing for the executives of the
businesses the City seeks to attract. This is a common strategy in many communities
throughout the State, and is compatible with State Housing Element law that seeks to
facilitate housing opportunities for all economic segments of the community, including very
low, low, moderate, and above moderate income housing. As one of the more affordable
communities in Contra Costa County, Antioch has found that it has primarily attracted
middle-end housing (i.e., housing that is attractive to the average home buyer in the County).

L-68 The uses specified in the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve do not constitute a region
plan with which consistency of the Antioch General Plan needs to be analyzed in the EIR.
Rather, EBRPD’s comments on the General Plan and the General Plan EIR, especially those
addressing biological and visual resource issues, express the District’s concerns with the
conclusions reached in the EIR regarding impacts in general and impacts on the Black
Diamond Mine Preserve in particular. As noted in responses to Comment Letters A, B, and L,
the Antioch General Plan contains provisions to mitigate the impacts of future development
on biological and visual resources, and to mitigate impacts on the Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve.

Although not acknowledged in this comment, the City has worked with the East Bay
Regional Parks District to address issues of land use compatibility with the Black Diamond
Mine Preserve. Thus, the General Plan has been modified at the request of EBRPD to include
policies for buffers and transitions to mitigate the impacts of development permitted by the
Antioch General Plan on the District’s facilities.

L-69 References to the size of the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve on page 4.11-14 of the
EIR are hereby revised to reflect the current preserve size of 5,984 acres. However, the
difference in acreage, which is less than 10 percent of the area of the preserve, does not
change the analysis contained within the Draft EIR.

Because of the programmatic nature of the General Plan, it is not necessary to describe each
and every facility contained within the Preserve. Such analysis would more appropriately be
undertaken for a project-level EIR where site-specific impacts are being analyzed, and
impacts might differentially affect different facilities within the Preserve. CEQA clearly
states in Section 15146 that “the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to
the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.”
Finally, the City of Antioch concurs that the EBRPD has no authority to require a dedication
of land, and acknowledges that the District has accepted numerous donations in the past.
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L-70 The General Plan Draft EIR is not intended to address the concerns raised by a public agency
or other party on a particular development project, except as it affects the policy direction and
performance standards set by the General Plan. The comment notes that EBRPD is concerned
with the potential impacts of the General Plan on visual quality, trail and facilities
maintenance, public safety, cultural resources, and special-status species within the Black
Diamond Mines Preserve.

Several comments in the EBRPD’s comment letter have addressed potential impacts on
visual resources and special-status species within the Preserve. The City has responded to
those specific comments. Comment Letter L does not provide any explanation as to how the
General Plan might create impacts on trail and facilities maintenance, public safety, or
cultural resources within the Preserve. The comment also asserts that the General Plan will
“significantly increase the EBRPD’s costs for regional park operations, public safety, and
habitat management,” but offers no analysis as to how or why such an impact might occur.

California Resources Code Section 21104(c) states that a responsible or other public agency’s
comments “shall be supported by specific documentation.” The District has not provided any
documentation or details regarding these alleged impacts. Nonetheless, given the program-
level analysis of the Draft EIR, the current lack of specific development proposals for lands
in proximity to the Preserve, and the failure of EBRPD to provide any details regarding the
alleged impacts, it is impossible for the City to provide a specific response. Generally,
however, the comment appears to be addressing the secondary economic impacts that the
General Plan might have on EBRPD’s operations resulting from increased use of the Black
Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. The City would expect the EBRPD to consider increase
use of its facilities as a public benefit, rather than an adverse impact.

L-71 The proposed Antioch General Plan is intended to provide for a “system of park, recreational,
and open space lands of sufficient size and in the appropriate locations, including provision of
a range of recreational facilities, to serve the needs of Antioch residents of all ages.” To
achieve this objective, the General Plan Growth Management Element sets a performance
standard for new development of five acres of improved public and/or private neighborhood
parks and public community parkland per 1,000 population, including appropriate
recreational facilities.” Specific policies to facilitate this system are set forth in Section 8.9.2
of the General Plan, Parks and Recreational Facilities policies.

Policy 8.9.2b describes types of park facilities, and defines a “regional park” as a “park
having a wide range of improvements not usually found in neighborhood or community
parks, and designed to meet recreational needs of an entire regional population. Regional
parks are generally over 100 acres and serve a population within a 30-minute driving time.
Regional parks are generally provided by County and State agencies, as well as regional
agencies such as EBRPD, and are therefore not included in local park standards.” Unlike the
City, the agencies administering regional parks have not established performance standards
that would define the relationship between population growth and the need for new regional
parks. Thus, while the City can clearly define the demand for new local parks that would be
generated by 55,000 new residents through the year 2030, the City has no basis for
determining the acreage of regional park land that would be needed to meet the needs of that
same population, making speculative any discussion of potential regional park needs.
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L-72 See Response L-71. The potential impacts identified at the end of page 27 of Comment
Letter L would result from general usage of the park. Because the park service a regional and
not a local population, it is impossible to determine what level of impact, if any, would result
from development within the Antioch General Plan study area as compared to growth
anywhere else in the region the Black Diamond Mines Preserve serves. The concluding
paragraph of Comment 73 asserts that population growth in Antioch would create a
disproportionate impact on the Preserve that “would not be mitigated by concomitant
increases in entrance fees or other assessments.” It is EBPRD, not the City, which has the
authority to impose or determine entrance fees for its facilities. Moreover, no documentation
is provided by EBRPD to support the District’s assertion, as required by California Resources
Code Section 21104(c). Because the Preserve is a regional facility serving a regional
population, there is no basis to single out one adjacent City and demand that it provide a
funding mechanism or fee for regional parks in the absence of other cities in the regional
service area doing the same. Should the EBRPD provide such documentation or prepare a fee
study to support establishment of an impact fee for regional park facilities, the City will
consider whether it is appropriate for new development in Antioch to contribute to such a
funding mechanism.

L-73 The issues raised in this comment (analysis of water supply) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-65). To better support the
analysis of impacts of the proposed General Plan on water resources will be less than
significant, Response F-7 adds text more specifically describing water resource availability to
support future growth in Antioch. In addition, the EIR states on page 4.12.2 that the new
multi-purpose pipeline being constructed by CCWD will enable the CCWD to meet projected
demands for the service area through 2040.

The performance standards related to Water Storage and Distribution in the Growth
Management Element of the proposed General Plan ensure that a clear linkage exists between
growth and the expansion of services and infrastructure. Also the water facilities policies as
provided in the proposed General Plan and listed below will ensure that water facilities will
have sufficient capacity.

8.4.2 Water Facilities Policies

i. As part of the design of water systems, provide adequate pumping and storage
capacity for both drought and emergency conditions, as well as the ability to
provide fire flows required by the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District.

j. Ensure that adequate infrastructure is in place and operational prior to occupancy
or new development, such that (1) new development will not negatively impact
the performance of water facilities serving existing developed areas, and (2) the
performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element will
continue to be met.

k. Maintain an up-to-date master plan of water facilities.
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l. Maintain existing levels of water service by protecting and improving
infrastructure, replacing water mains and pumping facilities as necessary, and
improving the efficiency of water transmission facilities.

m. Permit the construction of interim facilities only when it is found that
construction of such facilities will not impair the financing or timely construction
of master planned facilities.

n. Periodically evaluate local water consumption patterns, the adequacy of existing
facilities, and the need for new facilities, including this information in the
comparison of proposed development projects to the performance standards of
the Growth Management Element.

o. Incorporate expected reductions in the need for water facilities resulting from
water conservation programs only after several years of experience with the
implementation of such programs.

p. Provide the Contra Costa Water District with timely information on development
proposals and projected levels of future growth so that it can maintain
appropriate long-term master plans and refine the delivery of service and
facilities to maintain the performance standards set forth in the Growth
Management Element.

L-74 The issues raised in this comment (analysis of water supply) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-65). Please refer to Response
L-73.

L-75 The issues raised in this comment (analysis of water supply) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-65). The Draft EIR does not
need to analyze activities that are currently ongoing within the City. Future water demands
will be met by the CCWD and have been analyzed by the CCWD to ensure availability. The
Draft EIR for the proposed General Plan does not need to analyze subsequent individual
projects that would occur under the proposed General Plan. A similar approach was upheld
by the Court in Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351.
In that case, the County prepared a hazardous waste management plan representing an initial
assessment of the County’s hazardous waste management needs. The Plan contained criteria
for siting future facilities and designated generally acceptable locations; site-specific analysis,
however, was deferred to subsequent “project EIRs.” The petitioners argued that the County
“piecemealed” its environmental review. The Court disagreed, stating:

“The omission of any description of specific potential future facilities. . . does not,
in our view, render the FEIR deficient . . . . The Plan does not propose a single
project divided into parts; it merely serves as a hazardous waste management
assessment and overview, with any separate future projects . . . to be accompanied
by additional EIRs. Repeated commitments are made in both the Plan and the FEIR
for preparation of future CEQA documents prior to approval, upon a finding of
consistency with the Plan, of any hazardous waste management facilities.”

(5 Cal.App.4th at 371-371.)
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L-76 Please refer to Response L-73.

L-77 The issues raised in this by EBRPD in Comments L-76 through L-86 are outside of the area
of expertise of the agency providing the comment, and are also beyond the District’s mission
as a public agency to the extent that such comments are concerned with CEQA requirements
rather than substantive issues related to the operations and expertise of the District. Comment
L-77 provides a summary of CEQA requirements for the discussion of a reasonable range of
alternatives within an EIR, and provides a broad assertion regarding the adequacy of the
General Plan EIR’s evaluation of alternatives. The specific reasoning for this assertion is
presented in subsequent comments. The City of Antioch does not concur with the EBRPD’s
conclusion for the reasons stated in responses to the specific comments that follow.

L-78 This comment summarizes CEQA Guidelines, and states that a full and accurate analysis of
alternatives is required under CEQA. The City concurs with this statement. The City does not
concur with the assertion in Comment L-78 that the General Plan would result in significant
unavoidable impacts in relation to biological resources, land use, and recreation for the
reasons stated in responses to specific biological resources, land use, and regional recreation
comments from EBRPD.

L-79 The conclusion of the Alternatives discussion is correct. As stated on pages 6-9 and 6-12, of
the Draft EIR, “although development that would occur as part of the No Project, Existing
General Plan Alternative could enable the City to meet its ‘fair share’ housing allocation in
the near term, the long-term construction of sufficient housing would be less likely under the
No Project, Existing General Plan Alternative due to the lower number of housing units
constructed at build out (compared to the proposed General Plan).” Also, on page 6-16, the
Draft EIR states that the “reduction in development that would occur as part of the Reduced
Development Alternative would make affordable housing more difficult to produce and may
make it difficult for the City to meet its ‘fair share’ housing allocation in the future.” As
shown in ABAG’s projections (listed in the Draft EIR) the population of Antioch and the
entire region will significantly increase throughout the planning period of the General Plan.
The cost of housing is driven by supply and demand. Therefore, knowing that the demand is
increasing and having less supply, the cost of housing will increase. Hence, it will be more
difficult for the City of Antioch to meet the needs of all economic segments of the
community.

L-80 The comment incorrectly implies that the City of Antioch is relying on fair share housing
objectives other than those provided by ABAG. Even a cursory review of the General Plan
Housing Element would show that housing needs projections used in the Housing Element
for ABAG are for the years 1999-2006 (Table 9.BB of the General Plan). During this period,
ABAG has projected a need of 4,459 new dwelling units to be constructed to meet Antioch’s
fair share of regional housing needs. While it is clear that sufficient land is currently available
within Antioch to meet the City’s share of regional housing needs for this and the next few
housing elements, it is also clear that the inventory of lands available to continue meeting the
City’s share of regional housing needs will run out. The General Plan is a long-range
planning document setting policy through the year 2030. To only plan for housing through
2006 would be irresponsible. As stated on page 1-2 of the proposed General Plan:
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“State law (Government Code 65302, et. seq.) requires that every California city and
county prepare and adopt a “comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical
development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in
the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.” According to State
guidelines for the preparation of general plans, the role of the General Plan is to
establish a document that will “...act as a ‘constitution’ for development, the
foundation upon which all land use decisions are to be based. It expresses community
development goals and embodies public policy relative to the distribution of future
land use, both public and private.”

As further mandated by the State, the General Plan must serve to:

§ Identify land use, circulation, environmental, economic, and social goals and
policies for the City and its surrounding planning area as they relate to land use
and development;”

The housing need that the proposed General Plan assumes is based upon the ABAG
projections that extend to year 2025. These are the same projections that other cities within
the Bay Area utilize to prepare long-term planning documents.

L-81 Because a City’s General Plan is intended by the California Government Code to serve as a
“constitution for development,” and to manage growth and development with a long-term,
comprehensive view of the community, Comment L-81 is correct in its observation that a
General Plan is inherently growth inducing. A General Plan is not a development project or a
collection of development projects; its purpose is to guide new growth in a manner that is
beneficial to the community and protective of its natural environment. Thus, all of the
detailed discussion regarding the impacts of a General Plan represent an analysis of the
indirect impacts that will result from the growth that the proposed General Plan will induce.
Essentially, the detailed impact discussion in a General Plan EIR is an analysis of the growth
inducing impacts of the Plan, and the portion of the General Plan EIR labeled “Growth
Inducing Impacts” is a summary of the potential impacts from the General Plan.

L-82 The reference to Riverside County is a typographical error due to the consultant’s location in
Riverside County. The typographical error does not render the analysis in the Draft
inadequate. The statement cited in the comment was intended to apply to the City of Antioch,
and is an accurate description of the purpose of the City’s General Plan.

L-83 As noted in Response L-81, all of the detailed discussion of impacts in the General Plan EIR
are a discussion of the growth inducing impacts of the General Plan, which, as a policy
document, does not itself create any direct physical impacts, except through the growth it
induces. Chapter 3.0 of the General Plan provides strict growth management policies that are
incorporated to provide for the City’s fair share of the region’s population increase. The
Chapter also provides performance standards for the construction of infrastructure to support
this increase. The Growth Management Element also provides for logical development based
on. Among other things, the availability of adequate public services and facilities.
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The assertion in the General Plan and EIR regarding the beneficial effects of new
development near transit is based on the provisions of the regional air quality management
plan (see Comment Letter E and related responses).

The comment is incorrect in stating that the development within areas that are now open
space will not be near transit. As stated on page 4-64 and 4-69 of the proposed General Plan
(Section 4.4.6.7 of the Land Use Element):

c. The Sand Creek Focus Area is intended to be “transit-friendly,” including appropriate
provisions for public transit and non-motorized forms of transportation.

d. With implementation of smart growth principles and the introduction of a rail transit stop
in the vicinity of the Focus Area, the Commercial/Employment area located adjacent to
the transit stop, may be developed as a mixed-use area, incorporating high intensity,
residential, commercial, and office uses. Such development could occur at densities as
high as an FAR of 1.0 for non-residential uses and mixed-use buildings, up to 20 units
per acre for residential areas. Residential development should incorporate residential
village themes, providing identifiable neighborhood areas within the Focus Area. The
identity of individual neighborhoods should be reinforced with differing architectural
styles and location within the community.

L-84 Each of the cities surrounding Antioch (Pittsburg, Brentwood, and Oakley) have recently
completed updates of their General Plans, setting forth their long-term growth plans. There is
no evidence that the provisions of the Antioch General Plan would cause any of these cities to
modify their General Plans to accommodate additional growth. As pointed out in numerous
comments by EBRPD, areas to the south and southeast of the City are located outside of the
County’s ULL. Further, as stated in Response F-2, the only lands outside of the existing ULL
where the Antioch General Plan proposes urban development are lands that were included
within the ULL when it was approved by the voters. As stated in Response F-1, the General
Plan intends that development of those lands currently outside of the Urban Limit Line not
occur until approximately 2020. That is 10 years after the current expiration date for
Measure C.

L-85 It is impossible to list all of the projects that might occur through 2030. To attempt to do this
would be speculative. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines in Section 15145, “If, after a
thorough investigation, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate the discussion of the impact.”
As stated on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR:

“Due to the broad project objectives associated with the implementation of the proposed
General Plan, the cumulative analysis presented in this Program EIR does not evaluate the
site-specific impacts of individual projects. Project-level analysis will be prepared on a
project-by-project basis. The proposed General Plan addresses cumulative growth anticipated
to occur in Antioch and its General Plan study area resulting from build out of the proposed
General Plan in combination with growth throughout Contra Costa County.

The cumulative impact analysis is based on the anticipated population growth within Contra
Costa County. Population growth is a major factor contributing to direct impacts on habitat,
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housing, job markets, transportation, and development. Additionally, these direct impacts can
cause secondary impacts to biological resources, air quality, density, and the overall quality
of life within Antioch. For this reason, using population growth as a measure to determine
cumulative impacts is applicable when examining a large-scale policy action such as a
General Plan.”

L-86 Please refer to Response L-85.

L-87 Please refer to Response L-85. The comment presents the opinion of the comment writer,
with which the City does not concur. The Draft EIR notes in Section 4.3 that a draft HCP is
being prepared for eastern Contra Costa County, and that Contra Costa County, Brentwood,
Clayton, Oakley, Pittsburg, Contra Costa Water District, and the East Bay Regional Park Dis-
trict are participating in that effort. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the HCP will address
the conservation of threatened and endangered animal and plant species, such as vernal pool
fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchii), San Joaquin kit fox, California red-legged frog, Alameda
whipsnake, soft bird’s beak (Cordylanthus mollis ssp. mollis), and Contra Costa wallflower
(Erysimum capitatum var. angustatum). Because the Draft EIR already identified in the East
County HCP process and the HCP is a mitigation program, not a cumulative impact, it was
unnecessary to include a second discussion of the HCP in the Draft EIR.

L-88 Pursuant to the California Resources Code Section 21104(c), a “responsible or other public
agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those activities involved in a project
which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out or
approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by specific documentation.”
The requirements of California General Plan law are not within the District’s area of
expertise. Thus, under CEQA, the City is arguably not obligated to provide a response to this
comment. Nevertheless, the City provides the following response.

The comment raises no substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Moreover, Comment L-88 is incorrect. The land use classifications shown in Figure 4.1
(Proposed General Plan Land Use) are the same as those reflected in Tables 4.B through 4.D
(included below). This Figure and Table identify 10 focused policy areas, described in the
General Plan as “Focus Areas.” Policies specific to each Focus Area are set forth in Section
4.4.6 of the General Plan. For each Focus Area, a general description of size and location is
provided, along with a summary of the purpose and primary issues facing the area. Focus
Area policies also provide a clear policy direction for each area, along with a land use map
providing a delineation of land uses. Focus Area policies set forth descriptions of permitted
land use types and building density/intensity requirements. In many cases, these Focus Area
policies refer to designations shown in Figure 4.1 (General Plan Land Use Map) and Table
4.A (Appropriate Land Use Types). General Plan policies set forth standards for permitted
building intensity or population density for all land use categories included in Figure 4.1 and
Table 4.A. These standards are set forth in Section 4.4.1.1 (Residential Land Use
Designations), 4.4.1.2, (Commercial Land Use Designations), 4.4.1.3 (Employment-
Generating Land Use Designations) and 4.4.1.4 (Community and Public Land Use
Designations). Please refer to Response L-90 for a discussion of land use categories within
Focus Areas.
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Table 4.B – Anticipated General Plan Build Out in the City of Antioch

Land Uses

Single-Family
(Dwelling

Units)

Multi-Family
(Dwelling

Units)
Commercial/
Office (sq.ft.)

Business
Park/

Industrial
(sq.ft.)

Residential
Estate Residential 905 -- -- --
Low Density Residential 4,100 -- -- --
Med Low Density Residential 14,884 -- -- --
Medium Density Residential 6,490 4,330 -- --
High Density Residential 5,310 -- --
Subtotal 26,379 9,640

Commercial
Convenience Commercial -- -- 277,900 --
Neighborhood Commercial -- -- 1,781,100 --
Service Commercial -- -- 776,680 --
Commercial Office -- -- 1,482,650 --
Subtotal -- -- 4,318,330 --

--
Industrial
Business Park -- -- -- 3,353,210

Special
Mixed Use -- 325 -- 324,950
Public Institutional -- -- -- 5,968,350
Open Space -- -- -- --
Subtotal -- 325 -- 9,646,510

Focus Areas1

“A” Street Interchange 120 -- 894,960 --
East Lone Tree Specific Plan 980 250 1,135,000 2,152,300
Eastern Employment Areas 12 248 25,000 5,926,125
Ginochio Property -- -- -- --
Rivertown/Urban Waterfront 1,755 2,225 1,028,325 3,489,100
Roddy Ranch -- -- -- --
SR-4 Frontage 109 -- -- 5,878,900
Sand Creek Specific Plan 3,537 433 1,240,000 2,600,000
Somersville Road Corridor -- 360 2,045,530 --
Western Gateway -- 340 560,350 --

Subtotal 6,513 3,856 6,929,165 20,046,425
TOTAL 32,892 13,821 11,247,495 29,692,935
Population 127,756
Employed Population 71,540
Total Jobs 67,100
     Retail Jobs 14,995
     Non-Retail Jobs 52,105
Jobs/Population Ratio 0.94

1 Figures indicated represent the maximum permitted
development intensity. The actual yield of future
development is not guaranteed by the General Plan,
but is dependent upon appropriate responses to
General Plan policies. The ultimate development
yield may be less than the maximums stated in this
table.
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Table 4.C – Anticipated General Plan Build Out in the Unincorporated Area

Land Uses

Single-Family
(Dwelling

Unit)
Multi-Family

(Dwelling Unit)
Commercial/
Office (sq.ft.)

Business Park/
Industrial (sq.ft.)

Residential
Estate Residential 15 -- -- --
Low Density Residential -- -- -- --
Med Low Density Residential 250 -- -- --
Medium Density Residential 30 -- -- --
High Density Residential -- -- -- --
Subtotal 295 -- -- --

Commercial
Convenience Commercial -- -- -- --
Neighborhood Commercial -- -- -- --
Service Commercial -- -- -- --
Commercial Office -- -- -- --
Subtotal -- -- -- --

Industrial
Business Park -- -- -- --

Special
Mixed Use -- -- -- --
Public Institutional -- -- -- --
Open Space -- -- -- --
Subtotal -- -- -- --

Focus Areas1

“A” Street Interchange -- -- -- --
East Lone Tree Specific Plan -- -- -- --
Eastern Employment Areas -- -- -- 7,137,875
Ginochio Property2 1,215 135 175,000
Rivertown/Urban Waterfront -- -- -- --
Roddy Ranch2 1,500 200 425,000 --
SR-4 Frontage -- -- -- --
Sand Creek Specific Plan -- -- -- --
Somersville Road Corridor -- 240 -- 1,581,690
Western Gateway -- -- -- --
Subtotal 2,715 575 600,000 8,719,565
TOTAL 3,010 575 600,000 8,719,565

Population 9,815
Employed Population 5,495
Total Jobs 8,155
     Retail Jobs 310
     Non-Retail Jobs 7,845
Jobs/Population Ratio 1.51

1 Figures indicated represent the maximum permitted
development intensity. The actual yield of future
development is not guaranteed by the General Plan, but
is dependent upon appropriate responses to General
Plan policies. The ultimate development yield may be
less than the maximums stated in this table.

2 Urban development is dependent upon future
revisions to the Urban Limit Line (see Policy 4.3.2F).



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C . G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E
O C T O B E R  2 0 0 3 E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T :  R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S

C I T Y  O F  A N T I O C H

R:\CAN030\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-181

Table 4.D – Anticipated General Plan Build Out in the General Plan Study Area

Land Uses

Single-Family
(Dwelling

Units)

Multi-Family
(Dwelling

Units)
Commercial/
Office (sq.ft.)

Business Park/
Industrial (sq.ft.)

Residential
Estate Residential 920 -- -- --
Low Density Residential 4,100 -- -- --
Med Low Density Residential 15,134 -- -- --
Medium Density Residential 6,520 4,330 -- --
High Density Residential -- 5,310 -- --
Subtotal 26,674 9,640 - --

Commercial
Convenience Commercial -- -- 277,900 --
Neighborhood Commercial -- -- 1,781,100 --
Service Commercial -- -- 776,680 --
Commercial Office -- -- 1,482,650 --
Subtotal -- -- 4,318,330 --

Industrial
Business Park -- -- -- 3,353,210

Special
Mixed Use -- 325 -- 324,950
Public Institutional -- -- -- 5,968,350
Open Space -- -- -- --
Subtotal -- 325 -- 9,646,510

Focus Areas1

“A” Street Interchange 120 -- 894,960 --
East Lone Tree Specific Plan 980 250 1,135,000 2,152,300
Eastern Employment Areas 12 248 25,000 13,064,000
Ginochio Property2 1,215 135 175,000 --
Rivertown/Urban Waterfront 1,755 2,225 1,028,325 3,489,100
Roddy Ranch2 1,500 200 425,000 --
SR-4 Frontage 109 -- -- 5,878,900
Sand Creek Specific Plan 3,537 500 1,240,000 2,600,000
Somersville Road Corridor -- -- 2,045,530 1,581,690
Western Gateway -- 340 -- 560,350
Subtotal 9,228 4,431 7,529,165 29,326,340
TOTAL 35,902 14,396 11,847,495 38,972,850
Population 137,571
Employed Population 77,035
Total Jobs 75,255
     Retail Jobs 15,160
     Non-Retail Jobs 60,095
Jobs/Population Ratio 0.98

1 Figures indicated represent the maximum permitted
development intensity. The actual yield of future
development is not guaranteed by the General Plan, but
is dependent upon appropriate responses to General
Plan policies. The ultimate development yield may be
less than the maximums stated in this table.

2 Urban development is dependent upon future
revisions to the Urban Limit Line (see Policy 4.3.2F).
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L-89 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Comment L-89 indicates a minor error on the General Plan Land Use Map and Tables 4.B-
4.D. The Service Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial land use designations were
intended to be combined into a single Neighborhood Commercial designation in the tables
and discussion of permitted land uses and building intensity.

L-90 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
The purpose of identifying land use designations specific to individual Focus Areas is to
provide for mixes of land uses that are appropriate to different settings throughout the
General Plan study area. An analysis of each land use type described for each Focus Area
map indicates the following regarding permitted land uses, population density, and/or
building intensity.

Rivertown Focus Area

• Dow Wetlands Preserve. Policy “a” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that the Dow
Wetlands Preserve “is intended to protect existing wetland resources, and is to remain in
open space use.” Thus, no building is permitted, and building intensity/population density
standards are unnecessary. This is specified in Section 4.4.1.4 of the General Plan.

• Business Park. Policy “b” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas designated
Business Park “shall comply with the provisions of the Business Park land use category.”
The Business Park land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.3, including purpose
and maximum allowable development intensity. Permitted uses for Business Park areas
are described in Table 4.A

• Marina. Policy “c” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas designated Marina
“shall comply with the provisions of the Marina/Support Services land use designation.”
The Marina/Support Services land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.2,
including purpose and maximum allowable development intensity. Permitted uses for
Marina/Support Services areas are described in Table 4.A

• Commercial. Policy “d” for the Rivertown Focus Area requires that areas designated
Commercial “comply with the provisions of the Neighborhood/Community Commercial
land use designation.” The Neighborhood/Community Commercial land use designation
is described in Section 4.4.1.2, including purpose and maximum allowable development
intensity. Permitted uses for Neighborhood/ Community Commercial Services areas are
described in Table 4.A.

• Medium Density Residential. Policy “e” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas
designated Medium Density Residential “shall comply with the provisions of the Medium
Density Residential land use category.” The Medium Density Residential land use
designation is described in Section 4.4.1.1, including purpose and maximum allowable
density, including building and population standards. Permitted uses for Medium Density
Residential areas are described in Table 4.A

• High Density Residential. Policy “f” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas
designated High Density Residential “shall comply with the provisions of the High
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Density Residential land use category.” The High Density Residential land use
designation is described in Section 4.4.1.1, including purpose and maximum allowable
density, including building and population standards. Permitted uses for High Density
Residential areas are described in Table 4.A

• Mixed-Use Residential/Commercial. Policy “g” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that
areas designated Mixed-Use Residential/Commercial “may consist of a mix of the uses
identified as appropriate for the High Density Residential designation (see Section
4.4.1.1) and the Convenience Commercial designation (see Section 4.4.1.2).” Thus,
requirements for development intensity and population density for the residential
development within this land use category are set forth in Section 4.4.1.1, while
requirements for development intensity for the commercial development within this land
use category are set forth in Section 4.4.1.2. Permitted land uses for both residential
development (High Density Residential) and commercial development (Convenience
Commercial) are set forth in Table 4.A.

• Open Space. Policy “h” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas designated Open
Space “shall comply with the provisions of the Open Space land use designation.” The
Open Space land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.4, including purpose and
maximum allowable density. Permitted uses for Open Space areas are described in
Table 4.A

• Industrial. This land use designation is intended to reflect the General Industrial land use
designation set forth in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element. To clarify this intent,
the General Plan has been modified to include a new Policy “i” for the Rivertown Focus
Area to read as follows:

i.     The “Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.2 shall comply with the
provisions of the General Industrial land use category described in Section
4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element.

• Water-Oriented Commercial/Industrial. This land use designation is also intended to
reflect the General Industrial land use designation set forth in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land
Use Element, and provide for opportunities for uses related to the adjacent San Joaquin
River. To clarify this intent, the General Plan has been modified to include a new Policy
“j” for the Rivertown Focus Area to read as follows:

j.     The “Water-Oriented Commercial/Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.2 is
intended to facilitate the revitalization of Rodgers Point. Development within
this land use category may comply with either the provisions of the General
Industrial land use category described in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use
Element or the provisions of the Marina/Support Services land use category
described in Section 4.4.1.2.

• Flood Control/Wetlands Mitigation Area, Park, Recreation. These designations are
intended to reflect existing open space uses within the Rivertown Focus Area. No change
in the existing use of these sites is anticipated by the General Plan. To clarify this intent,
the General Plan has been modified to include a new Policy “k” for the Rivertown Focus
Area to read as follows:

k.    The “Flood/Control/Wetlands Mitigation Area,” “Park,” and “Recreation”
designations identified in Figure 4.2 are intended to identify existing open
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space uses that are not anticipated to change. Uses within these areas shall
comply with the provisions of the Open Space land use category described in
Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use Element.

Somersville Road Focus Area

• Commercial. Policy “a” for the Somersville Road Focus Area requires that areas
designated Commercial “comply with the provisions of the Somersville Road
Commercial land use category.” The Somersville Road Commercial land use designation
is described in Section 4.4.1.2, including purpose and maximum allowable development
intensity. Permitted uses for Somersville Road Commercial areas are described in
Table 4.A.

• Regional Commercial. Policy “b” for the Somersville Road Focus Area requires that
areas designated Regional Commercial “comply with the provisions of the Regional
Commercial land use category.” The Regional Commercial land use designation is
described in Section 4.4.1.2, including purpose and maximum allowable development
intensity. Permitted uses for Regional Commercial areas are described in Table 4.A.

• High Density Residential. Policy “c” for the Somersville Road Focus Area states that
areas designated High Density Residential “shall comply with the provisions of the
Medium Density Residential land use category.” The High Density Residential land use
designation is described in Section 4.4.1.1, including purpose and maximum allowable
density, including building and population standards. Permitted uses for High Density
Residential areas are described in Table 4.A

• Business Park and Residential. Figure 4.3 of the General Plan identifies proposed land
uses for the “Chevron Parcel” as Business Park east of the future extension of Century
Boulevard, and Residential to the west. Policy “f” for the Somersville Road Focus Area
states that the division between business park and residential uses “shall be determined
through approval of a planned development for the site. A minimum of 40 percent of the
site is to be devoted to business park and related commercial and open space uses.” The
policy further states that residential development is to consist of “medium density
housing products, consisting of a “combination of small lot single family detached and
multi-family development.” To better describe permitted land uses and development
intensity, Figure 4.3 of the General Plan has been modified to show the boundaries of the
Chevron property, and Policy “f” for the Somersville Road Focus Area has been modified
to read as follows:

f. The development of the “Chevron property,” located on the west side of Somersville
Road, south of Buchanan Road, shall comply with the following provisions of the
Sommersville Road Mixed Use Office/Residential land use category (see Table 4.A).

− The primary land use intent for this site is a mix of low-rise offices business park
and medium density residential housing products.

− For illustrative purposes, Figure 4.3 shows the property divided into office
business park and residential portions. The specific development design of the
site shall be determined through approval of a planned development for the site.
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A minimum of 40 percent of the site is to be devoted to business park and related
commercial and open space uses.

− Business Park and related commercial uses shall front along the entire length of
Somersville. Although it would be desirable to have business park and related
commercial uses fronting along Buchanan Road at least as far west as the flood
control channel, residential uses may front along Buchanan Road. The Business
park areas shall comply with the provisions of the Business Park land use
category.

− Development of the site should be heavily landscaped. Business park and related
commercial uses should be one or two stories, and clustered in a park-like
setting.

− A common design theme for business park and residential uses within the 193-
acre site is to be provided, including compatible architectural, landscaping, and
signage.

− Residential uses within the Chevron site may consist of a combination of small
lot single family detached and multi-family development, and shall be consistent
with the provisions of the Medium Density Residential land use category.

− Adequate separation shall be maintained between new office and multi-family
uses and existing residential neighborhoods. If parking areas are located along
the residential edge, sufficient noise mitigation shall be provided.

− As part of site development, a community gateway monument shall be provided,
including distinctive signage and landscaping at the northwest corner of the site,
expressing the theme of Antioch as “Gateway to the Delta.” Such signage and
monumentation must portray a high quality design image for the City.

− The City should work with the owner of the Chevron property to annex it into
Antioch.

Eastern Waterfront Focus Area

• Business Park (Eastern Waterfront Business Park). Policy “a” for the Eastern Waterfront
Focus Area states that areas designated Business Park specify the maximum allowable
development intensity for areas designated Business Park within the Eastern Waterfront
Focus Area as a Floor Area Ratio of 0.551. Permitted uses for Eastern Waterfront
Business Park areas are described in Table 4.A

• Commercial. Policy “b” for the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area requires that areas
designated Commercial “comply with the provisions of the Neighborhood Commercial
land use designation.” The Neighborhood Commercial land use designation is described
in Section 4.4.1.2 of the General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable

                                                
1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) represents the ratio between allowable floor area on a site and the size of the site. For example,

an FAR of 1.0 permits one square foot of building floor area (excluding garages and parking) for each square foot of
land within the development site, while an FAR of 0.5 represents ½ square foot of building area for each square foot of
land within the development site. Thus, if the maximum allowable density for a site is an FAR of 0.55, the maximum
allowable square footage of building square would be determined by multiplying the total square footage of the
development site by 0.55.
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development intensity. Permitted uses for Neighborhood Commercial areas are described
in Table 4.A.

• Multi-Family Residential. Policy “c” for the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area requires that
areas designated Multi-Family Residential “comply with the provisions of the High
Density Residential land use category.” The High Density Residential land use
designation is described in Section 4.4.1.1, including purpose and maximum allowable
development intensity/population standards. Permitted uses for High Density Residential
areas are described in Table 4.A. To clarify the land use map for the Eastern Waterfront
Focus Area, Figure 4.4 has been revised to identify the single residential area within the
Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as “High Density Residential,” rather than “Residential.”

• General Industrial. The General Industrial land use designation is described in Section
4.4.1.3 of the General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable development
intensity. Permitted uses for General Industrial areas are described in Table 4.A. To
simplify finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add a new Policy
“d” to the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

d.    The “General Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the
provisions of the General Industrial land use category described in Section
4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element.

• Rail-Served Industrial. The Rail-Served Industrial land use designation is described in
Section 4.4.1.3 of the General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable
development intensity. Permitted uses for Rail-Served Industrial areas are described in
Table 4.A. To simplify finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add
a new Policy “e” to the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

e.    The “Rail-Served Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the
provisions of the Rail-Served Industrial land use category described in Section
4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element.

• Light Industrial. The Light Industrial land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.3
of the General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable development intensity.
Permitted uses for Rail-Served Industrial areas are described in Table 4.A. To simplify
finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add a new Policy “f” to the
Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

f.     The “Light Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the
provisions of the Light Industrial land use category described in Section 4.4.1.3
of the Land Use Element.

• Regional Commercial. The Regional Commercial land use designation is described in
Section 4.4.1.2 of the General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable
development intensity. Permitted uses for Regional Commercial areas are described in
Table 4.A. To simplify finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add
a new Policy “g” to the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

g.    The “Regional Commercial” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the
provisions of the Regional Commercial land use category described in Section
4.4.1.2 of the Land Use Element.
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• Marina/Supporting Uses. The Marina/Supporting Uses land use designation is described
in Section 4.4.1.2 of the General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable
development intensity. Permitted uses for Marina/Supporting Uses areas are described in
Table 4.A. To simplify finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add
a new Policy “h” to the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

h.    The “Marina/Supporting Uses” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with
the provisions of the Marina/Supporting Uses land use category described in
Section 4.4.1.2 of the Land Use Element.

• Open Space. The Open Space land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the
General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable development intensity.
Permitted uses for Open Space areas are described in Table 4.A. To simplify finding this
information, the General Plan has been revised to add a new Policy “i” to the Eastern
Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

i.     The “Open Space” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the provisions
of the Open Space land use category described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use
Element.

SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area

• Transit-Oriented Development. Policy “a” for the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area defines
the purpose of Transit-Oriented Development within this area. The uses permitted within
Transit-Oriented Development land use designations are delineated in Table 4.A. The
Transit-Oriented Development land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.2 of the
General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable development intensity and
population standards. To simplify finding this information, General Plan Policy “a” for
the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area has been revised to read as follows:

a. Areas designated “Transit-Oriented Development” in Figure 4.5 are intended to
provide a cohesive, mixed-use community within walking distance of a proposed
rail transit station east of Hillcrest Avenue. Commercial and employment-
generating uses within the transit-oriented development area will also serve
adjacent residential areas. Appropriate land use types within this area are
specified for Transit-Oriented Development in Table 4.A Section 4.4.1.2 of the
Land Use Element, and include a mix of multi-family residential, office, retail,
restaurants, commercial services, business park, and light industrial uses.
Development within this shall comply with the policies for Transit-Oriented
Development set forth in Section 4.4.1.2. The size and intensity of transit-
oriented development within the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area will be
proportional to the level of transit service being offered.

• Commercial. Policy “b” for the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area defines the purpose of
areas designated Commercial. As set forth in Policy “b,” appropriate land use types and
maximum development intensity within this area are as specified for Neighborhood
Commercial in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Land Use Element.
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• Business Park. Policy “c” for the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area defines the purpose of
areas designated Business Park. As set forth in Policy “c,” the maximum allowable
development intensity for areas designated Business Park within the SR-4/160 Frontage
Focus Area is an FAR of 0.4. Appropriate use types are set forth in Table 4.A. to simplify
determining appropriate land uses within this land use category, Policy “c” for the SR-
4/160 Frontage Focus Area has been revised to read as follows:

• Business Park/Public Institutional. Two small areas of Business Park/Public Institutional
were recommended by the Planning Commission to be added to the SR-4/160 Frontage
Focus Area in recognition of their ownership by church groups interested in building
church facilities for their congregations. The Commission recommended retaining the
proposed Business Park designation, while also applying the existing
“Public/Institutional” designation to the sites as an overlay. This would retain the ability
of each congregation or subsequent owners to develop a church on the sites, while also
permitting development of business park uses should the property owners not pursue
development of church facilities. The Planning Commission intended to apply the same
Public/Institutional designation as is described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use
Element, including a description of the designation’s purpose and maximum allowable
building intensity. To clarify the Commission’s recommendation, a new Policy “d” has
been added to the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area to read as follows:

d. The “Business Park/Public Institutional” area identified in Figure 4.5 may
comply with either the provisions of the Business Park land use category
described in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element or the Public Institutional
land use category described in Section 4.4.1.4.

• Medium Low Density Residential. A small area of Medium-Low Density Residential was
recommended by the Planning Commission to be added to the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus
Area in recognition of the residential growth allocations approved by the City Council for
that property. The Commission recommended applying the same Medium-Low Density
Residential designation described in Section 4.4.1.1 of the Land Use Element, including a
description of the designation’s purpose, building intensity, and population density
standards. An identification of appropriate land use types for this designation is presented
in Table 4.A. To clarify the Commission’s recommendation, a new Policy “e” has been
added to the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area to read as follows:

e. The “Medium/Low Density Residential” area identified in Figure 4.5 shall
comply with the provisions of the Medium Low Density Residential land use
category described in Section 4.4.1.1 of the Land Use Element.

“A” Street Interchange Focus Area

• Commercial. Policy “a” for the “A” Street Interchange Focus Area defines the purpose of
areas designated Commercial. As set forth in Policy “a,” appropriate land use types and
maximum development intensity within this area are as specified for Neighborhood
Commercial in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Land Use Element.
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• Commercial/Office. Policy “b” for the “A” Street Interchange Focus Area defines the
purpose of areas designated Commercial/Office. As set forth in Policy “b,” appropriate
land use types and maximum development intensity within this area are as specified for
Neighborhood Commercial in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Land Use Element.

• Office. Policy “c” for the “A” Street Interchange Focus Area defines the purpose of areas
designated Office. As set forth in Policy “c,” appropriate land use types and maximum
development intensity within this area are as specified for Office in Section 4.4.1.3 of the
Land Use Element.

• Residential. Policy “d” for the “A” Street Interchange Focus Area defines the purpose of
areas designated Residential. As set forth in Policy “d,” appropriate land use types and
maximum development intensity within this area are as specified for Low Medium
Density Residential in Section 4.4.1.1 of the Land Use Element.

Western Gateway Focus Area

• Mixed Use Residential/Commercial. Policy “b” for the Western Gateway Focus Area
states that areas with this designation may be developed with a mix of the uses identified
as appropriate for the High Density Residential and Convenience Commercial land use
designations. Policy “b” for the Western Gateway Focus Area refers to the discussion of
High Density Residential in Section 4.4.1.1 of the Land Use Element and to the
discussion of Convenience Commercial in Section 4.4.1.2. To clarify that this reference
includes both development standards and maximum allowable development intensity,
Policy “b” of the Western Gateway Focus Area has been modified to read as follows:

b. Areas designated “Mixed Use Residential/Commercial” in Figure 4.7 may consist
of a mix of the uses identified as appropriate for the High Density Residential
designation (see Section 4.4.1.1 for maximum allowable development intensity
and appropriate land use types) and the Convenience Commercial designation
(see Section 4.4.1.2 for maximum allowable development intensity and
appropriate land use types).

• Office. Policy “c” for the Western Gateway Focus Area defines the purpose of areas
designated Office. As set forth in Policy “c,” development within this category is to
comply with the provisions of the Office designation in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use
Element.

Sand Creek Focus Area

• Policies “b” through “d” for the Sand Creek Focus Area require that development within
this Focus Area “make a substantial commitment to employment-generating uses. Up to
100 acres are to be devoted to employment-generating uses.” Policy “b” identifies the
appropriate primary land use types, while Policy “c” identifies appropriate secondary
uses of lands to be devoted to employment-generating uses, and requires that up to 100
acres are to be devoted to these employment-generating uses. Policy “d” defines the
maximum allowable development intensity for employment-generating lands within the
Sand Creek Focus Area. These employment-generating uses are intended to be developed
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within the areas shown for Mixed Use Medical Facility, Business Park, and
Commercial/Open Space in Figure 4.8. To clarify that these are the intended locations for
employment-generating development, and the relationship of the approved medical
facility to the 100 acres, Policy “b” for the Sand Creek Focus Area has been modified to
read as follows:

• b. Sand Creek Focus Area development shall make a substantial commitment to
employment-generating uses. Up to 100 acres are to be devoted to employment-
generating uses within the areas shown for Business Park and Commercial/Open
Space, in addition to the area shown as Mixed Use Medical Facility. Appropriate
primary land uses within employment-generating areas include:

- Administrative and Professional Offices

- Research and Development

- Light Manufacturing and Assembly

- Hospital and related medical uses

• Policy “e” for the Sand Creek Focus Area states that a “maximum of 95 acres of retail
commercial uses designed to service the local community may be developed,” and sets a
maximum overall development intensity of 0.3 FAR. This development is intended to
occur within the areas shown as Commercial/Open Space on figure 4.8. Policy “f”
permits office development within this area to be developed at a higher development
intensity (FAR of 0.50). To clarify the locations intended for retail development, Policies
“e” and “f” for the Sand Creek Focus Area have been modified to read as follows:

e. A maximum of 95 acres of retail commercial uses designed to service the local
community may be developed within the areas shown for Commercial/Open
Space, with a maximum overall development intensity of a 0.3 FAR.

f. Up to 1.24 million square feet of retail commercial uses may be constructed.
Within areas designated for retail use (areas shown for Commercial/Open Space),
office development may be developed at a maximum FAR of 0.5.

• Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space. Policy “m” defines the maximum number of
dwelling units per acre for Hillside Estate Housing. This category is intended to reflect
the provisions of the Estate Residential designation described in Section 4.4.1.1 of the
Land Use Element. To clarify this intent, Policy “m” for the Sand Creek Focus Area has
been modified to read as follows:

Hillside Estate Housing consists of residential development within the hilly
portions of the Focus Area that are designated for residential development.
Appropriate land use types include Large Lot Residential. Within these areas,
typical flat land roadway standards may be modified (e.g., narrower street
sections, slower design speeds) to minimize required grading. Mass grading
would not be permitted within this residential type. Rough grading would be
limited to streets and building pad areas. Residential densities within Hillside
Estate Areas are to be limited to one dwelling unit per gross developable acre (1
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du/ac), with typical lot sizes ranging upward from 20,000 square feet. The
anticipated population density for this land use type is up to four persons per
developed acre. Included in this category is custom home development, wherein
semi-improved lots are sold to individuals for construction of custom homes.
Approximately 20 percent of Hillside Estate Housing should be devoted to
custom home sites.

• Executive and Estate Residential/Open Space. Policy “m” defines the maximum number
of dwelling units per acre for Executive Estate Housing. This category is intended to
reflect the provisions of the Estate Residential designation described in Section 4.4.1.1 of
the Land Use Element. To clarify this intent, Policy “m” for the Sand Creek Focus Area
has been modified to read as follows:

Executive Estate Housing consists of large lot suburban subdivisions within the
flatter portions of the Focus Area. Appropriate land use types include Large Lot
Residential. Densities of Executive Housing areas would typically be 2 du/ac,
with lot sizes ranging upward from 12,000 square feet. The anticipated
population density for this land use type is up to four persons per developed acre.

• Golf Course-Oriented Housing. Policy “m” defines the maximum number of dwelling
units per acre for Golf Course-Oriented housing to be developed within the area shown as
Golf Course/Senior Housing/Open Space in Figure 4.8. To clarify this intent and the
population density correlated to the building intensity standard set forth in the General
Plan, Policy “m” for the Sand Creek Focus Area has been modified to read as follows:

Golf Course-Oriented Housing consists of residential dwelling units fronting on a
golf course to be constructed within the portion of the Focus Area identified as
Golf Course/Senior Housing/Open Space in Figure 4.8. Appropriate land use
types include Single Family Detached and Small Lot Single Family detached for
lots fronting on the golf course. Maximum densities for golf course-oriented
housing would typically be 4 du/ac, with lot sizes as small as 5,000 square feet
for lots actually fronting on the golf course. The anticipated population density
for this land use type is up to eight to twelve persons per acre developed with
residential uses.

• Single Family Detached Housing. Policy “n” defines the maximum number of dwelling
units per acre for single-family detached housing to be developed within areas shown as
Golf Course/Senior Housing/Open Space, Residential, and Low Density Residential in
Figure 4.8. To clarify this intent and the population density correlated to the building
intensity standard set forth in the General Plan, Policy “n” for the Sand Creek Focus Area
has been modified to read as follows:

Single-Family Detached housing within suburban-style subdivisions with lot
sizes ranging from 7,000 square feet to 10,000 square feet may also be developed
within the Sand Creek Focus Area within areas shown as Golf Course/Senior
Housing/Open Space, Residential, and Low Density Residential in Figure 4.8.
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The anticipated population density for this land use type is up to eight to twelve
persons per acre developed with residential uses.

• Multi-Family Housing. Policy “o” for the Sand Creek Focus Area defines the maximum
acreage and maximum number of dwelling units per acre for multi-family detached
housing to be developed within areas shown as shown for residential development that
are “located adjacent to the main transportation routes within the Focus Area, and in
close proximity to retail commercial areas.” To clarify the population density correlated
to the building intensity standard set forth in the General Plan, Policy “o” for the Sand
Creek Focus Area has been modified to read as follows:

A total of 25 to 35 acres is to be reserved for multi-family housing to a maximum
density of 20 du/ac. Areas devoted to multi-family housing should be located
adjacent to the main transportation routes within the Focus Area, and in close
proximity to retail commercial areas. The anticipated population density for this
land use type is up to forty persons per acre developed with residential uses.

• Policy “p” for the Sand Creek Focus Area calls for the development of “age-restricted
senior housing… as a means of expanding the range of housing choice within Antioch,
while reducing the Focus Area’s overall traffic and school impacts.” Such senior housing
may consist of Single Family Detached, Small Lot Single Family Detached, of Multi-
Family Attached Housing, each of which is defined in Table 4.A of the General Plan.
Policy “p” states that age-restricted senior housing may be developed in any of the
residential areas of the Sand Creek Focus Area.

• With the exception of the northeasternmost portions of the Sand Creek Focus Area, the
land uses identified in Figure 4.8 for Sand Creek Focus Area Option A have a “/Open
Space” designation in addition to an urban land use. This “/Open Space” designation is
intended to indicate that portions of these designations are anticipated to placed in
permanent natural open space to implement the biological resource policies of the
General Plan, including policies specifically set forth for the Sand Creek Focus Area. The
specific delineation of open space and development areas will be undertaken as part of
the Specific Plan that is required to be prepared for the Sand Creek Focus Area. Thus, the
land use map set forth in Figure 4.8 (referred to in EBRDP comments as the “Option A”
map) allows for the implementation of the performance standards contained in General
Plan policies and for the precise delineation of open space lands consistent those policies
and performance standards as part of the site-specific land use planning and the City’s
development and environmental review process that will occur following General Plan
adoption. The development prepared as part of the Sand Creek Specific Plan will be
required to provide greater detail to Figure 4.8 by undertaking a precise delineation of
lands for development and lands for open space within those areas designated “/Open
Space” pursuant to the policies of the General Plan.

The “Option B” map considered by the Planning Commission provides a baseline
delineation between open space and development areas based on the Framework Plan
included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. As is the case for the “Option A” map, a more
precise delineation of the boundaries between development and open space consistent
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with General Plan policies and performance standards would occur as part of the site-
specific land use planning and the City’s development and environmental review process
that will occur following General Plan adoption. To clarify this intent, General Plan
Implementation Measure 12.4d has been modified as follows:

Interpretation of the General Plan Land Use Map. In any case where
uncertainty exists regarding the location of boundaries of any land use category,
proposed public facility symbol, circulation alignment, or other symbol or line
found on the official maps, the following procedures will be used to resolve such
uncertainty.

• Boundaries shown as approximately following lot lines shall be construed to
be following such lot lines.

• Where a land use category applied to a parcel is not mapped to include an
adjacent street or alley, the category shall be considered to extend to the
centerline of the right-of-way.

• Boundaries shown as following or approximately following the limits of any
municipal corporation shall be construed as following such limits.

• Boundaries shown as following or approximately following section lines,
half-section lines, or quarter-section lines shall be construed as following
such lines.

• Boundaries shown as following or approximately following railroad lines
shall be construed to lie midway between the main tracks of such railroad
lines.

• Boundaries shown as following or approximately following high water lines
shall be construed to follow the mean high water lines of such water bodies,
and, in the event of change in the mean high water line, shall be construed as
moving with the actual mean high water line.

• Boundaries shown as following or approximately following the centerlines of
streams, creeks, rivers, or other continuously flowing water courses shall be
construed as following the channel centerline of such water courses taken at
mean low water, and, in the event of a natural change in the location of such
streams, rivers, or other water courses, the zone boundary shall be construed
as moving with the channel centerline.

• Boundaries shown as separated from, and parallel or approximately parallel
to, any of the features listed above shall be construed to be parallel to such
features and at such distances therefrom as are shown on the map.

• Symbols that indicate appropriate locations for proposed public facilities are
not property specific. They indicate only the general area within which a
specific facility should be established.

Within Focus Areas, boundaries on land use maps will generally follow the
above rules, but may be modified consistent with General Plan policies to reflect
site-specific conditions and analysis.
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• Public/Quasi Public, School. These designations in Figure 4.8 identify the anticipation
locations for public uses within the Focus Area. Development within these areas is
intended to be consistent with the Public/Institutional land use category described in
Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use Element. To clarify this intent, a new Policy “q” has been
added to the General Plan to read as follows:

q.    Areas identified as Public/Quasi Public and School in Figure 4.8 are intended to
identify locations for new public and institutional uses to serve the future
development of the Sand Creek Focus Area. Development within these areas is to
be consistent with the provisions of the Public/Institutional land use category
described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use Element.

East Lone Tree Focus Area

• Policy “a” sets the maximum development intensity for the East Lone Tree Specific Plan
area in terms of number of single- and multi-family dwelling units, and maximum square
footage for commercial/office and Business Park/Industrial uses. The intent of the
General Plan is that single-family residential development reflect the City’s Low Density
Residential designation, commercial/office development reflect a mix of the City’s
Regional Retail and Office designations, and business park/industrial uses reflect a mix
of the City’s Business Park and Light Industrial designations, as set forth in the adopted
East Lone Tree Specific Plan. To clarify the intent of the General Plan, Policy “a” for the
East Lone Tree Specific Plan Focus Area has been modified as follows:

a. The maximum development intensity for the East Lone Tree Specific Plan
area shall be as follows:

Single-Family Residential: 1,100 dwelling units, developed within the areas
shown as “Residential/Open Space in Figure 4.9, subject to the provisions of
the Low Density Residential land use category described in Section 4.4.1.1
of the Land Use Element.

Multi-Family Residential: 250 dwelling units, developed within the areas
shown as “Residential/Open Space in Figure 4.9, subject to the provisions of
the High Density Residential land use category described in Section 4.4.1.1
of the Land Use Element.

Commercial/Office: 1,135,000 square feet, developed within the areas shown
as “Office/Retail,” “Regional Retail,” or “Regional Retail/Employment
Generating Lands in Figure 4.9. Such development may include a mix of
uses that comply with the provisions of the Regional Retail land use category
described in Section 4.4.1.2 or the Office land use category described in
Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element.

Business Park/Industrial: 2,152,300 square feet, developed within the areas
shown as “Regional Retail/Employment Generating Lands” in Figure 4.9.
Such development may include a mix of uses that comply with the provisions
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of the Business Park or Light Industrial land use categories described in
Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element.

• Open Space/Public. Uses within this area shown in Figure 4.9 are intended to include a
mix of uses permitted within the City’s Open Space and Public/Institutional land use
categories. To clarify this intent, a new Policy “b” for the East Lone Tree Specific Plan
Focus Area has been added to the General Plan as follows.

b.    Land uses within the area shown as Open Space/Public in Figure 4.9 may
include a mix of uses that comply with the provisions of the Open Space or
Public/Institutional land use category described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the
Land Use Element.

Roddy Ranch Focus Area

• Residential Development. Policy “a” defines the allowable building intensity for
residential development within the Roddy Ranch Focus Area, and describes the specific
residential land use types that would be appropriate within the areas to be devoted to
residential use. As discussed in Response F-1, areas appropriate for development would
be limited to the area included within the ULL as it was originally approved by the voters
in 1990 (approximately 750 acres). Population density has generally been estimated at 3.0
persons per unit for single-family development and 2.0 persons per unit for multi-family
units. To clarify population standards, Policy “a” for the Roddy Ranch Focus Area has
been modified as follows.

a. Residential development within Roddy Ranch shall not exceed a maximum
of 2-3 dwelling units per developable acre (6-9 persons per developable acre)
with the permitted development area set forth in Policy 4.3.2f (approximately
750 acres), and shall include a range of Estate Residential, Single-Family
Detached and Multi-Family Attached residential product types (as defined in
Table 4.A) in a resort-style setting. Senior, age-restricted residential
development is appropriate, but is not to be the dominant focus of Roddy
Ranch residential development. For purposes of determining density within
the Roddy Ranch focus area, a “developable acre” shall be defined as lands
not committed to open space and having steep slopes. These lands will be
mapped in the Final Development Plan.

• Commercial Development. Policies “d” and “e” define the maximum amount of
commercial development permitted within the Roddy Ranch Focus Area. Policy “d”
limits neighborhood-serving retail commercial uses to 10-20 acres and 100,000 to
225,000 square feet, thus establishing building intensity standards. Policy “e” defines
permitted visitor-serving uses. As discussed in Response F-1, areas appropriate for
development would be limited to the area included within ULL as it was originally
approved by the voters in 1990 (approximately 750 acres). To clarify development
intensity standards for visitor-serving uses, Policy “e” for the Roddy Ranch Focus Area
has been modified as follows.
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e. Visitor-serving commercial uses (e.g., hotel and restaurants) may also be
developed within Roddy Ranch. Such visitor-serving uses would be oriented
toward the golf course. The hotel may include a maximum of 250 rooms with
ancillary retail, conference, restaurant, and recreational uses. Visitor-serving
commercial uses may occupy a total of 20 acres at a maximum building
intensity of 0.50.

Ginochio Property Focus Area

• Residential Development. Policy “c” defines the allowable building intensity for
residential development within the Ginochio Property Focus Area, and describes the
specific residential land use types that would be appropriate within the areas to be
devoted to residential use. As discussed in Response F-1, areas appropriate for
development would be limited to the area included within the ULL as it was originally
approved by the voters in 1990 (approximately 250 acres). Population density has
generally been estimated at 3.0 persons per unit for single-family development and 2.0
persons per unit for multi-family units. To clarify population standards, Policy “c” for the
Ginochio Property Focus Area has been modified as follows:

c. Residential development within the Ginochio Property shall not exceed a
maximum of 2.0 dwelling units per developable acre acre (6 persons per
developable acre) with the permitted development area set forth in Policy
4.3.2f (approximately 250 acres), and shall include a range of Single-Family
Detached and Multi-Family Attached residential product types (as defined in
Table 4.A) in a resort-style development within the northern portion of the
site. Large Lot Residential development consisting of custom home sites on
five and ten acre parcels is appropriate, provided that the maximum density is
not exceeded. Senior, age-restricted residential development is anticipated to
be an important component of the Ginochio Property’s residential
development. For purposes of determining density within the Ginochio
Property focus area, a “developable acre” shall be defined as lands not
committed to open space and having steep slopes. These lands will be
mapped in the Final Development Plan. Development may occur on lands
with steep slopes at a maximum density of one dwelling unit per 10 acres
(1 du/10ac). The mapping of such lands will occur as part of the Final
Development Plan.

• Commercial Development. Policy “f” defines the maximum amount of commercial
development permitted within the Ginochio Property Focus Area. Policy “d” limits
neighborhood-serving retail commercial uses to 10-15 acres and 100,000 to 175,000
square feet, thus establishing building intensity standards.

L-91 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Please refer to the discussion of the Sand Creek Focus Area in Response L-90.

L-92 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
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Table 4.A identifies that public and private schools are permitted uses within all areas
designated Estate Residential, Low Density Residential, Medium Low Density Residential,
and High Density Residential subject to the provisions of Land Use Element Policy 4.4.2.2b.
Table 4.A also identifies that public and private schools are permitted uses within all areas
designated Public Institutional. Together, these are the areas designated in the General Plan
for schools. Sites for liquid and solid waste disposal facilities would fall within the Public
Institutional land use designation.

L-93 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
While the General Plan Open Space Element is required to designate lands for open space
use, there is no requirement that such designation be done through a map identifying specific
parcels. Some lands are specifically mapped for open space in Figure 4.1 and land use maps
for individual focus areas. In addition, the Resource Management Element and
Environmental Hazards Element of the General Plan contain performance standards for the
designation of open space lands to be set aside for preservation in open space when applying
General Plan performance standards during the City’s development and environmental
review process.

L-94 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan implementation programs) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Implementation Action 12.2 b describes the City’s development and environmental review
process. As stated in Response L-93, the performance standards contained in General Plan
policies will be applied to individual development projects during the City’s development and
environmental review process. Lands required to be preserved in open space pursuant to the
policies of the General Plan will be so preserved.

L-95 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan Conservation Element) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
While the General Plan needs to consider the effect that proposed development would have
on natural resources, and to provide for the management and wise use of resources, the
General Plan is not required to include discussion of the anticipated effects of such
development. Discussion of the effects of proposed development is the purpose of the
environmental documentation prepared for the General Plan pursuant to the provisions of
CEQA.

L-96 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan Noise Element) are outside
of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Information on existing and projected noise within Antioch is provided in Section 4.9 of the
General Plan EIR. While EBRPD provided extensive comments on many issues addressed in
the General Plan EIR, it did not provide any comments on the EIR’s noise analysis.
Preparation of the General Plan Noise Element was based on the analysis and findings set
forth in Section 4.9 of the EIR. To clarify the manner in which the City has intended to use
the noise information of Section 4.9 of the EIR, a new Policy 11.6.2a has been added to the
General Plan as follows.
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a.    Implementation of the noise objective contained in Section 11.6.1 and the
policies contained in Section 11.6.2 of the Environmental Hazards Element shall
be based on noise data contained in Section 4.9 of the General Plan EIR, unless a
noise analysis conducted pursuant to the City’s development and environmental
review process provides more up-to-date and accurate noise projections, as
determined by the City.

L-97 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan Circulation Element) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Comment L-97 is incorrect. The circulation map set forth in Figure 7.1 was prepared based
on the provisions of the Land Use Element, and was designed to meet the performance
standards set forth in the Growth Management Element. The correlation of land use,
circulation, and roadway performance standards is demonstrated in the analysis presented in
Section 4.13 of the General Plan EIR. While EBRPD provided extensive comments on many
issues addressed in the General Plan EIR, it did not provide any comments on the EIR’s
traffic analysis.

L-98 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. In addition, the issues raised in this Comment (adequacy of the General Plan)
are outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see also Response
L-88). Although the “Option A” map does not delineate boundaries between development
areas and lands to be preserved in open space, the policies of “Option B” provide clear
performance standards for such delineation to occur as part of the development and
environmental review process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan. Such delineation is to be
based on site-specific biological analysis beyond that which can reasonably be accomplished
in a Citywide General Plan.

The designations in the General Plan identify appropriate land use, but do not guarantee that
maximum allowable density can be achieved or that every inch of ground will be
developable. The General Plan represents a broad policy statement. It is not the purpose of
the General Plan, nor is it appropriate for the plan to provide site-specific land use planning
for all properties, or to provide mapping of all lands that need to be retained in open space to
mitigate the impacts of new development and to implement the policies contained in the
General Plan. It is the purpose of the General Plan to, among other things, establish
performance standards for the development of lands and management of the environment
within the General Plan study area. These performance standards may then be applied to
properties as part of the City’s project-level development and environmental review process,
and it is at that time that precise delineation of the lands needed to be set aside in open space
pursuant to the policies of the Antioch General Plan can and should occur. Both General Plan
law and CEQA recognize and permit such a system of defining citywide policy and
performance standards, and implementing them with individual developments.

L-99 This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. In addition, the issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan)
are outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see also Response
L-88). As noted in Response L-98, the proposed General Plan provides an overall framework
and policy direction for the development of this area. Further discussion as to how the land
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use designations for the Sand Creek Focus Area fit with policies for that Focus Area is
presented in Response L-90. Whether EBRPD’s “Option C” map is the only land use map
that would be consistent with the policies proposed for the General Plan is an opinion of the
comment writer with which the City does not concur for the reasons set forth in Responses L-
90 and L-98.

L-100 This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the General
Plan EIR. As such, no response is required; however, a response is provided for informational
purposes. The City is very much aware of and carefully considered the advantages and
disadvantages of participating in the East County HCP/NCCP. Based on that consideration,
Antioch has to date respectfully declined to participate in the HCP/NCCP process. In taking
that action, the City understands that special-status species must still be protected per the
provisions of State and Federal law, as well as local policies (such as those contained in the
Antioch General Plan) and ordinances, and intends to comply with all applicable laws and
regulations.

L-101 Additional EBRPD comments regarding the proposed General Plan are included as
Document M. The comments are also responded to accordingly.

L-102 As discussed in Responses to the Comments of EBRPD in Comment Letter L, the City of
Antioch does not concur with EBRPD’s assertions regarding the adequacy of the General
Plan EIR. The City believes that the General Plan EIR complies with the provisions of
CEQA.
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Response to Letter M: EBRPD Exhibit 25, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP

M-1 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The Introduction to the
General Plan states on Page 1-9:

“It is also important that all parties using the General Plan recognize that resources are not
unlimited, and that not all community objectives can be achieved concurrently. In addition,
there are often trade-offs between community objectives. As a result, the blind pursuit of one
objective may, in some cases, inhibit the achievement of other community objectives. For
example, the Antioch General Plan recognizes the need to increase local employment
opportunities. However, to permit an “anything goes,” unmanaged expansion of employment-
generating uses could result in significant traffic and air quality impacts, and inhibit
achievement of objectives related to waterfront and Rivertown revitalization. Thus, the
General Plan strikes a balance between competing objectives, and provides statements of
community priorities.”

The General Plan is itself an explanation as to how the City intends to address competing
objectives of housing for all economic segments of the community and preservation of
significant environmental features. Thus, the General Plan land use map identifies areas for
the development of new housing opportunities to meet the needs of all economic segments of
the community, while General Plan policies provide for the protection of significant
environmental features within those lands. General Plan policies also provide for the
clustering of development within areas planned for development onto the least sensitive
portions of a development site, permitting land to be set aside for the preservation of open
space without losing appropriate development opportunities.

M-2 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The comment presents
an opinion beyond the expertise of the EBRPD regarding the types of housing that might be
needed in Antioch to support its economic development program. See Response L-67 for a
discussion of the City’s economic development program and the role that executive housing
is expected to play.

M-3 The comment is incorrect. Both the Growth Management Element and the Resource
Management Element address the need for expanding park facilities within Antioch to serve
an expanding population.

M-4 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The comment presents
an opinion beyond the expertise of the EBRPD regarding the types of housing that might be
needed in Antioch to support its economic development program. The General Plan provides
for housing for all economic segments of the community, including new housing for very
low, low, moderate, and above moderate income households.

M-5 The comment refers to a discussion in the Introduction of the General Plan that looks at
emerging trends and changes in recreation in the future. Discussion of the types of
recreational facilities needed for the future and policies for the provision of such facilities is
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presented in the Public Services and Facilities Element. Because the General Plan is a
statement of City policy, it directly addresses the types of recreational facilities that the City
provides. In addition, the General Plan includes policies for coordinating its activities with
those of other agencies. To clarify the intent of the General Plan relative to coordination with
agencies providing regional recreational facilities, Policy 3.7.2c of the General Plan has been
revised as set forth in Response I-7.

M-6 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). Antioch’s vision
regarding preservation of view and visual resources is clearly set forth in the Community
Image and Design Element of the General Plan.

M-7 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The comment is
incorrect. Growth in property tax base is not a major incentive for the growth initiatives in the
General Plan. The reasons for the General Plan’s growth proposals are set forth in the
Community Vision Chapter of the General Plan (2.0) and the goals and objectives set forth in
each Element of the General Plan.

M-8 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The General Plan does,
in fact, provide for transit-oriented development in the vicinity of existing and planned rail
transit stations. As a result, the General Plan provides for a range of development types in the
community, including high-density transit-oriented development, traditional suburban style
residential and non-residential development, and resort-oriented development in a more open,
rural setting.

M-9 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). Table 4.C of the
General Plan identifies a projected build out of existing unincorporated areas within the
General Plan study area at 3,010 dwelling units (2,715 units within the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio Property), not 9,000 units as stated in the comment. Based on the revisions to
Policy 4.3.2f set forth in Comment F-1, the anticipated yield of residential development
within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property would be reduced by 715 units in the
Ginochio Property Focus Area. The General Plan text referred to in the comment addresses
an inequity in the funding of regional roadway infrastructure between communities who are
creating jobs in central and western Contra Costa County without concurrent increases in
housing for those workers, and communities providing the housing for those workers.
Although a home-to-work trip is caused equally by the location of housing and employment,
the current funding formula used in the County places a greater burden on communities’
response for only ½ of the trip (the location of housing). General Plan policy calls for
communities that increase their employment base without providing housing for new workers
to pay their fair share for the transportation facilities required by these new workers in their
home-to-work trips. To a greater degree, the City of Antioch is also addressing this issue
through programs to increase local employment opportunities and create a balance between
local housing and employment.
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M-10 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). See also Response A-16
for a discussion of the City decision not to participate in the HCP/NCCP process. The policy
cited in the comment calls for mitigation of impacts that development in one community
causes in another community, but does not obligate the City to participate in every regional
planning and mitigation process. The City is participating in the Shaping Our Future process.

M-11 Provision of regional parks is the responsibility of parties other than the City of Antioch, and
performance standards for the provision of such facilities are not required by General Plan
law. It is unlikely that such facilities would be provided within the General Plan study area.
Should agencies providing regional parks propose performance standards for regional parks
to be applied in communities throughout their service area, the City of Antioch will consider
such standards pursuant to the provisions of Policy 3.7.2c of the General Plan.

M-12 See Response M-11 for a discussion of working with the EBRPD. The “jurisdictions” in
Objective 3.7.1c refers to “surrounding jurisdictions,” and is intended to address Contra
County and the Cities of Pittsburg, Oakley, and Brentwood.

M-13 Policy 3.7.2c has been revised to include the EBRPD. See Response I-7.

M-14 The tables have been corrected. See Response L-88.

M-15 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). See Responses F-1 and
L-90 for a discussion of what level of development might be permitted within the Roddy
Ranch Focus Area.

M-16 See Response A-8 for a discussion of the grassland linkage. As stated in that response,
General Plan Policy “t” for the Sand Creek Focus Area requires the preservation of a “viable
grassland linkage.” Placing 2,000 or more dwelling units within such a corridor would be
inconsistent with the Policy.

M-17 It is not the policy of the City to designate lands for open space and no other use, unless such
lands are already committed to open space use. See Response L-93 for a discussion of using
performance standards for the designation of open space. As stated in General Response 3,
State law requires that zoning and development approvals be consistent with the General
Plan. This includes consistency with General Plan policies.

M-18 Based on input from EBRPD, the Planning Commission recommended adding the buffering
and transition policies recommended by the District. These policies are included in the
Planning Commission’s recommended General Plan being reviewed by the City Council.

M-19 To implement the buffering and transition policies added to the General Plan based on input
from EBRPD, General Plan implementation program 12.2 a3 has been modified as follows.

2. Revise the text of the zoning ordinance to reflect the provisions of the adopted
General Plan in relation to the following issues.
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- Modify permitted uses within zoning designations to reflect the delineation of
appropriate uses set forth in the Land Use Element.

- Establish development standards for mixed-use buildings within the downtown
area and within transit-oriented development nodes. Typically, a mixed-use
building would consist of residential dwelling units placed on the upper floors of
buildings having commercial or office uses on the ground floor.

- Modify zoning standards to reflect appropriate locations for churches and schools
as set forth in the Land Use Element.

- Add requirements for the provision of charging stations for electric vehicles in
major commercial and employment-generating developments.

- Establish standards for boat storage yards, including standards for stackable
storage.

- Establish density bonuses for senior housing projects.

- Establish standards for the development of residential care facilities.

- Modify zoning standards to incorporate standards for open space transitions and
buffers.

M-20 Existing and proposed City trails and bicycle routes are described in Table 7.B, which has
been renamed Existing and Proposed Bicycle Facilities and Trails.

M-21 Table 7.B has been revised to reflect the proposed De Anza trail as a Class I facility.

M-22 The City Council has, as a matter of policy, agreed to abandon Empire Mine Road from its
current terminus at the southern edge of existing development, approximately Mesa Ridge
Drive, southerly into the Zeka/Higgins property. Legal access into the Zeka/Higgins property
must be maintained. This proposed abandonment will be reflected on the General Plan
Circulation map.

M-23 See Response M-22.

M-24 See Response M-22.

M-25 See Response L-68 for a discussion regarding analysis of EBRPD’s plans.

M-26 Requirements for the design of fuel breaks falls under the responsibility of the Contra Costa
County Fire Protection District. Policy 11.5.2a has been modified to read as follows:

a. Where new development borders wildland areas, require appropriate fuel
modification and use of fire retardant building materials per the requirements of the
Contra Costa County Fire Protection District. Fuel modification may be permitted to
extend beyond the boundaries of the site for which wildland fire protection is being
provided only if the adjacent owner provides written permission, the proposed fuel
modification is consistent with the management practices of the agency controlling
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such land (if it is in permanent open space), and the off-site fuel modification activity
will not significantly impact sensitive habitat areas.

M-27 See Response M-26.

M-28 See Response F-1 for a discussion of developable acres within Roddy Ranch. As stated in
that response, the potential development area would be limited to the approximately 750
acres that were included within the ULL at the time it was originally approved by voters in
1990. The figure cited in the comment reflects the size of the Roddy Ranch Focus Area
within which development might occur pursuant to the policies and provisions of the General
Plan. Table 9.V shows no anticipated development within Roddy Ranch in the present
Housing Element period through 2006, consistent with City policy for Roddy Ranch.

M-29 Based on EBRPD’s presentation to the Planning Commission, this information was included
in the Commission’s General Plan recommendation to the City Council.

M-30 This request had previously been made to the City by EBRPD. There is no substantive
difference between the present wording of the policy and EBRPD’s proposed wording. As
part of its deliberations on the General Plan, the City Council will consider EBRPD’s request.

M-31 Based on EBRPD’s presentation to the Planning Commission, this information was included
in the Commission’s General Plan recommendation to the City Council.

M-32 See Response M-26.

M-33 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). See Responses L-93 and
L-94.
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Response to Letter N: Transplan Committee

N-1 The proposed Antioch General Plan incorporates traffic service standards into the Growth
Management Element as required by Measure C in terms of level of service for roadways and
intersections. As discussed in Response C-1, average daily traffic on roadway links and
freeway mainlines is the appropriate measure of analysis for a citywide General Plan, and is
consistent with the approach taken by other jurisdictions for their General Plan in Contra
Costa County (e.g., Oakley). Delay index and peak period vehicle occupancy are appropriate
measures of the effectiveness of General Plan policies as monitored over time and use in
subsequent analysis of individual development projects, but are not appropriate analysis tools
for a citywide General Plan. The General Plan analysis utilized CCTA’s East County regional
traffic model, which includes assumptions on use of transit and vehicle occupancy. The City
concurs that all development will be consistent with the East County Action Plan. To clarify
the relationship between General Plan policies and the East County Action Plan, Policy
3.4.4a have been revised to read as follows.

a. Place ultimate responsibility for mitigating the impacts of future growth and
development, including construction of new and widened roadways to meet the
performance standards set forth in the General Plan for Routes of Regional
Significance and Basic Routes, with individual development projects. The City’s
Capital Improvements Program will be used primarily to address the impacts of
existing development, and to facilitate adopted economic development programs.

N-2 The socioeconomic projections upon which current traffic modeling is based, assumes a
continuing severe imbalance between local employment and housing opportunities in eastern
Contra Costa County, assuming a continuation and expansion of the existing commute pattern
that Antioch and surrounding communities suffer from. The projected jobs housing balance is
not supported by the Antioch General Plan, nor is it supported by the General Plans of the
cities of Pittsburg, Oakley, and Brentwood. The difference in the traffic modeling and
analysis prepared for the Antioch General Plan Draft EIR and CCTA’s analyses is that the
Antioch General Plan traffic analysis is based on buildout of the Antioch, Pittsburg, Oakley,
and Brentwood General Plans and implementation of the cities’ economic development plans,
leading to a balance between local employment and housing opportunities. In addition, as
discussion in Response F-8, because the Draft EIR is analyzing General Plan buildout, it does
not assume a financially constrained roadway system would support buildout of General Plan
land uses.
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Response to Letter O: Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Committee (Annamaria
Perrella)

O-1. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The City acknowledges receipt of the letter dated April 29, 2003, from the
Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Committee (Annamaria Perrella) regarding the Notice
of Preparation.

O-2. General Plan law requires that a city include all of the land within its incorporated boundaries
in its General Plan. State law further permits a city to include such other lands as are, in its
judgment, related to its planning efforts. An EIR need not specify every action that might be
taken from the present through the end of the General Plan time frame, but is required to
analyze the effects of changes to the physical environment that will result from the action
being considered. The City has not yet determined whether or when it might request an
expansion to its sphere of influence.

O-3. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The General Plan includes performance standards for public services and
facilities, describes planned land uses, and sets forth discussion regarding projected growth
over the next 20-25 years. All of these considerations would be of assistance in the
preparation of the service reviews mentioned in the comment. The City of Antioch concurs
that the General Plan will be an important resource to be used in the preparation of a
municipal service review by LAFCO, and will assist LAFCO by providing needed
information. However, as stated in Response O-2, the City does not anticipate development
within Roddy Ranch and the Ginochio Property in the immediate future. Pursuant to the
provisions of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000, the municipal service review being
prepared by LAFCO is to be reviewed by LAFCO on a five-year basis. Thus, any potential
action regarding the Roddy Ranch or Ginochio Property is not anticipated to occur until long
after the effective life of the current municipal service review. As of this writing, the City has
not yet determined whether and/or when it might make other requests to expand its sphere of
influence, or annex property.
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Response to Letter P: Nancy Bachmann

P-1 The City understands the Commentor’s concerns with potential traffic impacts of the future
growth that would be allowed by the proposed General Plan. A thorough Traffic Analysis
was prepared to address traffic impacts with and without adoption of the proposed General
Plan. The General Plan provides a program of mitigating traffic impacts through a number of
means including:

• Improving the balance of local employment and housing opportunities;

• Implementation of roadway performance standards for all new development;

• Slowing the rate of residential growth through a residential growth management program;

• Establishment of transit-oriented development in the vicinity of existing and future rail
transit stations;

• Expanding the use of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation; and

• Transportation demand and systems management programs.

The Draft EIR found that with implementation of General Plan polices, significant impacts on
roadway levels of service will be limited to roadways outside of the City that would occur
with or without the proposed General Plan or any future development within Antioch.

P-2 The City understands the Commentor’s concerns regarding air quality effects on children and
senior citizens. Air quality impacts were analyzed using methodologies recommended by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District and assumptions within its air quality impact
assessment guidelines. Please refer to Responses E-1 through E-13.

P-3. The City has developed clear plans and goals to address traffic and air quality concerns as a
result of both General Plan Polices and environmental mitigation measures that specifically
address both issues. These are found in the Growth Management, Transportation, and
Environmental Resources Elements of the General Plan.
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Response to Letter Q: Bill Chadwick

Q-1. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan. The letter requests
that the time frame for comment on the General Plan be extended from August 27 to
September 27.1 The August 27 date refers to the date that the Planning Commission made its
recommendation on the General Plan to the City Council. The City Council conducted a
workshop on the General Plan on September 23, and will hold public hearings in October.

                                                
1 The deadline for EIR comments was September 8.



1

Document R

R:\CAN030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docR.cdr (9/25/03)



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C . G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E
O C T O B E R  2 0 0 3 E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T :  R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S

C I T Y  O F  A N T I O C H

R:\CAN030\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-239

Response to Letter R: Paul Cooney

R-1. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan and EIR. The letter
requests that the time frame for comment on the General Plan be extended from August 27 to
September 27.1 The August 27 date refers to the date that the Planning Commission made its
recommendation on the General Plan to the City Council. The City Council conducted a
workshop on the General Plan on September 23, and will hold public hearings in October.

                                                
1 The deadline for EIR comments was September 8.
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Response to Letter S: Sonya L. Cooney

S-1. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan. The letter requests
that the time frame for comment on the General Plan be extended from August 27 to
September 27.1 The August 27 date refers to the date that the Planning Commission made its
recommendation on the General Plan to the City Council. The City Council conducted a
workshop on the General Plan on September 23, and will hold public hearings in October.

                                                
1 The deadline for EIR comments was September 8.



1

Document T

R:\CAN030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docT.cdr (9/25/03)



1

Document T

R:\CAN030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docT.cdr (9/25/03)



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C . G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E
O C T O B E R  2 0 0 3 E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T :  R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S

C I T Y  O F  A N T I O C H

R:\CAN030\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-244

Response to Letter T: East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan
Association

T-1. Please refer to Response A-8.
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Response to Letter U: Gagen, McCoy, McHahon & Armstrong

U-1. The City recognizes and acknowledges that the General Plan EIR is a Program EIR and the
Zeka/Higgins Ranch project would be subject to separate environmental analysis on a
“project level” basis, which is a subsequent, separate review beyond the scope of this General
Plan EIR.

U-2 The City appreciates the comment’s conclusion that, subject to certain comments in comment
letter U, the General Plan EIR is a “thorough and complete environmental document, and is
legally sufficient as a Program EIR under CEQA” statutes and guidelines.

U-3 The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Planning Commission is recommending that the Zeka/Higgins Ranch be
designated as Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space. A Draft Specific Plan and Specific
Plan for the Sand Creek Focus Area, which includes the Zeka/Higgins Ranch has been
prepared and will identify the areas for open space and development. Following adoption of
the proposed General Plan by the City Council, the Sand Creek Specific Plan will be required
to be consistent with the provisions of the updated General Plan.

U-4 The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment notes support for the Planning Commission’s recommended
policies for the Sand Creek Focus Area if they are narrowed to allow for future protocol
project-level studies that will more specifically identify areas of open space and development.
The Draft General Plan as recommended by the Planning Commission already provides for
such site-specific analysis through preparation of an RMP. The General Plan requires such a
plan to be prepared to delineate precisely the lands that would be preserved in open space
based on the performance standards contained in General Plan policies.

U-5 The City understands and acknowledges that a Specific Plan and later development
applications will address site-specific environmental impacts of the development of the
Zeka/Higgins Ranch site, and will apply the performance standards contained in the General
Plan policies to the property based on site-specific analysis.

U-6 The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The site-specific study regarding mine hazards identified in the comment will
be reviewed by the City as part of the site-specific analysis to be undertaken in the
development and environmental review process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan. The
description of the Orman Report presented in the comment appears to be consistent with the
General Plan policy regarding mine safety that requires site-specific investigations to
determine the location of any mine openings and the potential for subsidence of collapse. The
specific contents and recommendations of the Orman Report have not been reviewed as part
of the General Plan, but will be reviewed against General Plan policies as part of the review
of the Sand Creek Specific Plan.

U-7 The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The General Plan policy cited in the comment is an appropriate statement for
the General Plan to make. As noted in Response U-6, review of the Orman Report will occur
as part of the Sand Creek Specific Plan. The Planning Commission is recommending that the
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site be designated as Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space, and has not designated any
specific portion of the site as Open Space. Policy “x” for the Sand Creek Focus Area does not
designate any particular land area as open space, but sets forth a performance standard for
application in the development and environmental review for specific projects (e.g., Sand
Creek Specific Plan). As part of the development and environmental review of the Sand
Creek Specific Plan, the City will review the Orman Report against the performance
standards of the General Plan.

U-8 The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The site-specific location of suitable habitat would be determined through
preparation and adoption of an RMP as prescribed in Sand Creek Focus Area Policy
Direction “s.”

U-9 The comment requests that the General Plan EIR utilize the existing General Plan designation
of the site rather than existing conditions as the baseline for determining impacts on adjacent
lands. As stated in Response G-5, CEQA does not permit “plan to plan” analysis. CEQA
Guidelines call for analysis of “changes to existing physical conditions in the area affected by
the project.” “Plan to plan” analyses tend to underestimate changes to existing physical
conditions since they are based on using a plan rather than existing physical conditions as the
baseline against which impacts are measured.

U-10. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The General Plan is general in nature, and site-specific land planning is a
function of subsequent development projects. The purpose of the General Plan is to provide
clear policy direction and performance standards for the subsequent review of proposed
projects.

U-11. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment requests that Land Use Table 4.A be modified to allow
clustering lots down to a minimum of 7,000 square feet square feet in all areas. This request
will be considered by the City Council during its public hearings on the General Plan. The
clustering Policy cited in Response U-12, below, could permit lot sizes smaller than 20,000
square feet where clustering of units is “needed to accommodate the unit yield and still
maintain the topographic uniqueness of the area.”

U-12. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The slope reference in the General Plan discussion of Estate Residential was
intended to be to 25 percent slopes, and has been revised as follows:

Neighborhood entry signage is encouraged to create a sense of community, and
define Estate Residential neighborhoods as special places. Within hillside areas,
dwelling units should be clustered on land that is relatively flat, and no development
should occur be avoided on slopes exceeding 20 25 percent. Due to the unique nature
of these areas, a clustering of units may be needed to accommodate the unit yield and
still maintain the topographic uniqueness of the area. Developments in these areas
should be oriented around a major amenity that increases public exposure to the more
hilly terrain. Examples of such amenities include golf courses and equestrian centers.
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U-13. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The City concurs that the maximum development yield described in Sand
Creek Focus Area policies represents the maximum, and that the actual lot count will be
determined through the application of General Plan policies during the development and
environmental review process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan and subsequent development
projects.

U-14. Policy 4.4.6.7t calls for the preservation of a “viable grassland linkage… using linkages in
Horse Valley and the ridge between Horse Valley and the Sand Creek drainage at the western
end of the Focus Area. The goal of preserving such a corridor will be to provide a
permanently protected wildlife movement corridor through the Sand Creek Valley to connect
open space and habitat at Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve with Cowell Ranch State
Park. Completion of such a corridor is contingent upon the cooperation with the City of
Brentwood and Contra Costa County, each of which may have land use jurisdiction over
portions of this corridor.” The specific delineation of this linkage is to occur based on site-
specific analysis to be undertaken as part of the development and environmental review
process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan.

As noted in this comment, future development within the Roddy Ranch will be required to
provide for the continuity of the grassland linkage called for in Policy 4.4.6.7t. As is the case
for the Sand Creek Focus Area, future development of the Roddy Ranch Focus Area will be
required to be designed so as to meet the performance standards set forth in the General Plan.
For the Sand Creek Focus Area, this will entail a precise delineation of the boundaries of
development and open space within land designated “Hillside and Estate Residential/Open
Space” based on the application of General Plan to site-specific conditions. For the Roddy
Ranch Focus Area, this will entail a precise delineation of the boundaries of development and
open space within land designated “Mixed Use Planned Community/Resort” based on the
application of General Plan to site-specific conditions.
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Response to Letter V: Sherry Starks

V-1. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan. The request for
additional time was considered by the City Council, which extended the date for taking action
on the General Plan from October 14 to at least October 28.
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Response to Letter W: Sherry Starks

W-1. Please refer to General Comment 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the
General Plan EIR. The General Plan incorporates performance standards to ensure
appropriate analysis and mitigation of impacts to Indian Burial Grounds or Indian Historic
Sites as part of the City’s development and environmental review process. The comment
addresses the Sand Creek Focus Area, and was previously provided on October 1, 2002, in
response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and is thus inapplicable to the General
Plan Draft EIR.

W-2. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Certification of the EIR and the adoption of the General Plan do not alter
the events that previously occurred within the community. This comment was initially
provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and is
thus inapplicable to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-3. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment has indicated a belief that the term “open space” is not clearly
defined in the General Plan. “Open Space,” as used in the Antioch General Plan is defined in
Government Code Section 655560b as follows.

“(1) Open space for the preservation of natural resources including, but not limited
to, areas required for the preservation of plant and animal life, including habitat for
fish and wildlife species; areas required for ecologic and other scientific study
purposes; rivers, streams, bays and estuaries; areas adjacent to military
installations, military training routes, and restricted airspace that can provide
additional buffer zones to military activities and complement the resource values of
the military lands; and coastal beaches, lakeshores, banks of rivers and streams, and
watershed lands.

(2) Open space used for the managed production of resources, including but not
limited to, forest lands, rangeland, agricultural lands and areas of economic
importance for the production of food or fiber; areas required for recharge of
ground water basins; bays, estuaries, marshes, rivers and streams which are
important for the management of commercial fisheries; and areas containing major
mineral deposits, including those in short supply.

(3) Open space for outdoor recreation, including but not limited to, areas of
outstanding scenic, historic and cultural value; areas particularly suited for park and
recreation purposes, including access to lakeshores, beaches, and rivers and
streams; and areas which serve as links between major recreation and open-space
reservations, including utility easements, banks of rivers and streams, trails, and
scenic highway corridors.

(4) Open space for public health and safety, including, but not limited to, areas
which require special management or regulation because of hazardous or special
conditions such as earthquake fault zones, unstable soil areas, flood plains,
watersheds, areas presenting high fire risks, areas required for the protection of
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water quality and water reservoirs and areas required for the protection and
enhancement of air quality.”

W-4. See Response W-3.

W-5. The General Plan uses the statutory definition of “open space.” No revisions to the General
Plan text are needed.

W-6. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the
Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-7. See Response F-7.

W-8. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR. However, the following objective and polices regarding water
supply and availability have been included in the General Plan to ensure adequate supply and
availability:

8.4.1 Water Facilities Objective

Ensure a water system capable of providing high quality water to existing and future
residences, businesses, institutions, recreational facilities, and other uses within the City of
Antioch during peak use conditions, with sufficient water in storage reservoirs for emergency
and fire protection needs.

8.4.2 Water Facilities Policies

b. As part of the design of water systems, provide adequate pumping and storage capacity
for both drought and emergency conditions, as well as the ability to provide fire flows
required by the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District.

c. Ensure that adequate infrastructure is in place and operational prior to occupancy or new
development, such that (1) new development will not negatively impact the performance
of water facilities serving existing developed areas, and (2) the performance standards set
forth in the Growth Management Element will continue to be met.

d. Maintain an up-to-date master plan of water facilities.

e. Maintain existing levels of water service by protecting and improving infrastructure,
replacing water mains and pumping facilities as necessary, and improving the efficiency
of water transmission facilities.

f. Permit the construction of interim facilities only when it is found that construction of
such facilities will not impair the financing or timely construction of master planned
facilities.

g. Periodically evaluate local water consumption patterns, the adequacy of existing
facilities, and the need for new facilities, including this information in the comparison of
proposed development projects to the performance standards of the Growth Management
Element.
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h. Incorporate expected reductions in the need for water facilities resulting from water
conservation programs only after several years of experience with the implementation of
such programs.

i. Provide the Contra Costa Water District with timely information on development
proposals and projected levels of future growth so that it can maintain appropriate long-
term master plans and refine the delivery of service and facilities to maintain the
performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element.

W-9. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and refers to that document, not the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-10. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and refers to that document, not the General Plan Draft EIR. See
General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.

W-11. See Response F-7 for a discussion of water source availability.

W-12. See Response F-7 for a discussion of water source availability. This comment was initially
provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and
does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-13. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-14. See General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-15. See General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-16. See General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-17. See General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-18. CEQA requires analysis of changes to the physical environment. Fiscal issues such as those
raised on Comment W-18 are not addressed in EIRs. This comment was initially provided on
October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to
the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-19. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and was directed at that project, not the General Plan Draft EIR.
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School facilities and funding for schools are not within the authority of the City, but rather
the independent Antioch Unified School District. To ensure that the City does its part to
facilitate the provision of adequate school facilities, specific policies consistent with the
provisions of State law are provided in Section 3.5.8 of the Growth Management Element and
Section 8.8 of the Public Services and Facilities Element.

W-20. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. School facilities
and calendars are the responsibility of the independent Antioch Unified School District (see
Response W-19).

W-21. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. School facilities
are the responsibility of the independent Antioch Unified School District (see Response
W-19).

W-22. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. School facilities
are the responsibility of the independent Antioch Unified School District (see Response
W-19).

W-23. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The existing Antioch General Plan was adopted in 1988, and is in need of
updating, which is why the City has prepared the proposed General Plan.

W-24. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The City must provide for economic use of property, and cannot discriminate
deny such use based on the address of the landowner wishing to exercise that use and develop
property in a manner consistent with the provisions of the General Plan. This comment was
initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR,
and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

W-25. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. The current
balance of jobs and housing within Antioch is heavily weighted toward housing. In the year
2000, there was a total of 17,030 jobs within the City, compared to a total of 43,811
employed residents; a ratio of 0.39 job for each employed resident. The vision of the City as
described in the General Plan states in part: “Antioch’s vision has moved from bedroom
suburb to full-service providing a broad range of community services and amenities.”

W-26. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. Access to both
California Highway 4 and 160 currently exist within the City. The Economic Development
Element contained in the proposed General Plan addresses the issue of attracting new
business to the community.
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W-27. This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. CEQA requires
analysis of changes to the physical environment. Fiscal issues such as those raised in
Comment W-18 are not addressed in EIRs.

W-28. The statement made in the Draft EIR is correct. None of the mapping of faults accomplished
in the San Francisco Bay Area to date has indicated any evidence of an active fault being
present within the City of Antioch. However, it cannot be rule out with 100 percent certainty
that future geotechnical investigations will not find an active fault within the community.
Thus, the General Plan has formulated a set of performance standards to ensure that the
potential for severe ground shaking is investigated and mitigated as part of the City’s
development and environmental review process.

W-29. The General Plan has formulated a set of performance standards to ensure that regarding
historic mineral extraction as follows:

11.3.2r As appropriate and necessary to protect public health and safety,
abandoned mines shall be placed in natural open space areas, with
appropriate buffer areas to prevent unauthorized entry.

11.3.2s Within areas of known historic mining activities, site-specific
investigations shall be undertaken prior to approval of development to
determine the location of any remaining mine openings, the potential for
subsidence of collapse, and necessary measures to protect public health and
safety. Such measures shall be incorporated into project approvals.

11.3.2t All identified mine openings shall be effectively sealed.

11.3.2v Construction of structures for human occupancy shall be prohibited within
areas found to have a high probability of surface collapse or subsidence,
unless foundations are designed that would not be affected by such surface
collapse or subsidence, as determined by site-specific investigations and
engineered structural design.

11.3.2w The locations of all oil or gas wells on proposed development sites shall be
identified in development plans. Project sponsors of development
containing existing or former oil or gas wells shall submit documentation
demonstrating that all abandoned wells have been properly abandoned
pursuant to the requirements of the California Department of Conservation
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources.

W-30. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The “A” Street Focus Area provides for revitalization of the area, including
development of tall “signature buildings” at key locations. Similar policies are provided for
the Rivertown Focus Area.

W-31. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The provisions of the “A” Street and Rivertown Focus Areas address strategies
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to revitalize these areas. The City Council will consider the suggestion provided in Comment
W-31 as part of its deliberations on the General Plan.

W-32. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. General Plan policies already provide for senior citizen housing. The City
Council will consider the suggestion provided in Comment W-32 as part of its deliberations
on the General Plan.

W-33. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. A discussion of animal services has been added to the Public Services and
Facilities Element as part of the discussion of Police Department Services.



1

Document X

R:\CAN030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docX.cdr (9/25/03)



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C . G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E
O C T O B E R  2 0 0 3 E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T :  R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S

C I T Y  O F  A N T I O C H

R:\CAN030\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-290

Response to Letter X: Dave Walters

X-1. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan. The letter requests
that the time frame for comment on the General Plan be extended from August 27 to
September 271. The August 27 date refers to the date that the Planning Commission made its
recommendation on the General Plan to the City Council. The City Council conducted a
workshop on the General Plan on September 23, and will hold public hearings in October.

                                                
1 The deadline for EIR comments was September 8.




